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ABSTRACT 



This report identifies those qualities and characteristics 
that are usually associated with efficiently and effectively operated school 
food-service programs. Data were extracted from district audit reports filed 
with the South Carolina State Department of Education; from the South 
Carolina Department of Education Office of School Food-services; Lunch and 
Breakfast Average Daily Participation Reports for 1996-97 and 1997-98; and 
from South Carolina Education Profiles, 1997 and 1998. The study found a 
strong positive relationship between the percentage of students qualifying 
for free/reduced lunch, breakfast-program participation, and capital-outlay 
expenditures. Revenue generated through special sales was found to improve 
the fiscal efficiency of food-service programs significantly, particularly if 
canteen sales were included in food-service revenues. Also, the percentage of 
revenue devoted to salaries was a significant predictor of fiscal efficiency 
for self -managed programs, but not for programs operated by food- service 
management companies where management fees are not considered salary. 

Self -operated programs were likely to have better student participation, have 
greater retained earnings, and spend more money for capital outlay than 
food-service-management-operated programs. District-managed programs were 
more likely to pay greater salaries to food-service workers and use more 
labor hours to produce the student meals served. (Contains 25 references.) 
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Abstract 



South Carolina School Food Service Programs: A Study to Determine Fiscal 
Efficiency reports an exhaustive study to determine those qualities and 
characteristics that are usually associated with efficient and effectively operated 
school food service programs. Data for the study were extracted from district 
audit reports filed with the South Carolina State Department of Education for all 
school districts in South Carolina; from the South Carolina Department of 
Education Office of School Food Services, Lunch and Breakfast Average Daily 
Participation Reports for 1996-97 and 1997-98; and from South Carolina 
Education Profiles , 1997 and 1998. 

The study found a strong positive relationship between the percentage of 
students qualifying for free/reduced lunch, breakfast program participation, and 
capital outlay expenditures. Revenue generated through special sales was found 
to significantly improve the fiscal efficiency of food service programs, particularly 
if canteen sales were included in food service revenues. Also, the percentage of 
revenue devoted to salaries was a significant predictor of fiscal efficiency for self- 
managed programs but not for food service management company operated 
programs where management fees are not considered salary. Of particular 
interest in the study were recommendations included for staffing school 
cafeterias based on meals per labor hour. 

As a result of the study, it was determined that self-operated programs were 
likely to have better student participation, have greater retained earnings, and 
spend more money for capital outlay than food service management operated 
programs. The study also found that district managed programs were more likely 
to pay greater salaries to food service workers and use more labor hours to 
produce the student meals served. 
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CHAPTER I 



THE NATURE OF THE INVESTIGATION 
Introduction 

Unlike other programs in South Carolina public schools that are operated 
and financed as a part of each district's general operation, the food service 
program is operated as a "stand alone business." The funds are accounted for 
as an enterprise fund and are expected to finance the food service operation 
without assistance from the district’s general fund. A district may be 
compensated for the cost of equipment and building space utilization through 
indirect cost transfers from the food service fund to the district's general fund at 
the end of each fiscal year of operation. 

- Statement of the Problem 

School districts should expect food service programs to produce sufficient 
income to pay indirect costs. Consequently, administrators need to assess the 
current status of their food service programs to determine those factors related 
to making the changes necessary to provide for full payment of indirect costs. If 
a present operation is already relatively efficient, this finding needs to be 



affirmed. Some research suggests that when self-operated programs are not as 
efficient as they should be, food service management companies can help 
districts improve their operations. However, contracting to a private company the 
management of a historically self-operated food service program is a significant 
decision that must not be made without substantial data to support the change. 
At present insufficient data are available to compare district managed programs 
and programs managed by food service management companies. Additional 
study needs to be completed to determine which programs achieve a greater 
level of financial efficiency. 

A food service program must operate with a high degree of efficiency if it 
is to pay indirect costs. The effort to achieve efficiency of the food service 
operation must be accomplished without sacrificing the quality or nutritional value 
of the meals served to students. In addition, the program must continue to be 
responsive to the educational objectives of the district, must accommodate the 
meal expectations of the community, and must operate within the framework of 
the academic schedules at each school. 

If efficiency is to be judged by the bottom line comparison of revenues 
received to expenditures expended, then this judgement must be made in 
comparison to what other food service operations are achieving when all factors 
are taken into consideration. In the absence of such comparison, there is no 
benchmark from which to judge. Thus, this study must examine completely each 
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food service program in South Carolina and make careful comparisons in order 
to evaluate the relative efficiency of each operation. 

In view of the above discussion, the purpose of the present study is to 
examine the efficiency of each food service program in South Carolina as 
compared to other food service programs in South Carolina, including both self- 
operated programs and programs managed by food service management 
companies. The study was designed to provide at least a partial answer to the 
following question: What characteristics are associated with and/or significantly 
impact the fiscal efficiency of public school food service programs in Sou th 
Carolina ? 

To answer this question the following hypotheses will be tested: 

Hypothesis No. 1 . 

The percentage of students approved for free or reduced lunch will 
have no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service 
operations. 

Hypothesis No. 2. 

The percentage of total student sales that are special sales will have 
no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 3. 

The percentage of lunch daily participation will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
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Hypothesis No. 4. 

The percentage of breakfast daily participation will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 5. 

The average size of schools within a school district will have no 
significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 6. 

The percentage of total revenues devoted to salary will have no 
significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 7. 

The percentage of total revenues devoted to the purchase of 
equipment will have no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food 
service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 8. 

The percentage of total revenues received from federal sources will 
have no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service 

operations. 

Hypothesis No. 9. 

Allowable menu patterns will have no significant impact upon the 
fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 10. 
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The utilization of purchasing cooperatives will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 1 1 . 

There Will be no significant difference in fiscal efficiency between 
district self-operated food service programs and district food service programs 
operated by school food service management companies. 

Significance of the Study 

South Carolina public school districts have a long history of providing 
quality meals that are nutritious to students through self-operated programs that 
have always been well received by their communities. These programs have 
been responsive to the schools’ educational schedules and programs in order to 
assist wherever and whenever possible with as much concern for the schools 
programs and activities as for the need to be entirely self-supporting. 

In South Carolina, school food services programs are not allowed to make 
a profit. They are also restricted to an operating balance not to exceed the cost 
of operation for three months. This has strong implications both for lunch pricing 

and for motivation for fiscal efficiency. 

As an administration reviews their current food service operation to 

evaluate its fiscal efficiency, some long-standing practices may have to be 
significantly changed to make the program more competitive. For example, 
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some food service programs currently work with the district transportation 
programs to help school bus drivers secure sufficient working hours each day to 
qualify for fringe benefits. The school food service program then must pay part of 
these fringe benefits. School food service managers typically work under the 
supervision of school principals at each school, a practice that helps to ensure 
that the food service program will be responsive to the unique programs at each 
school, at times to the expense of the efficiency of the food service program. 
These practices, along with many others that are likely to be identified in the 
study, could be recommended for change. Also, this study may give some 
insight into how the objective to make the food service programs more efficient 
can be accomplished and, at the same time, keep the major attributes of the 
current programs that have been the hallmark of a historically well received 
community program. 

Delimitations of the Study 



The study was restricted to the school food service programs in South 
Carolina and their financial operation for the 1996-97 and 1997-98 fiscal years. 
Audited financial statements from each school district in South Carolina were 
obtained from audit reports filed with the South Carolina State Department of 
Education. These data were used because all school districts are required by 
the South Carolina State Department of Education to file by December 31 each 
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year, an audit of their finances completed by an independent audit firm. The 
audit must be conducted and reported using South Carolina State Department of 
Education guidelines and generally accepted governmental accounting 
standards. No data were secured directly from school districts, since to do so 
would not ensure data reported or analyzed in a comparable way. 

From the financial data a variable named BLPSTU (Bottom Line per 
Student) was derived. This variable reflected the difference between total 
revenue (RTOT) and total expenditures (ETOT), excluding fringe benefits 
expenditures and transfers, divided by the district’s 35 th day enrollment. Fringe 
benefits and transfers were excluded because these expenditures may be 
applied in different ways from district to district. A district’s 35 th day enrollment is 
the unduplicated student enrollment for all schools in South Carolina. Once a 
student has been enrolled in a school for 35 consecutive days in South Carolina, 
the student is considered to have been enrolled in that school for the entire year 
and may not be counted in another South Carolina school for 35 th day enrollment 
data. BLPSTU, because fringe and transfers were excluded, does not measure 

a district’s profit or loss in the food service program. 

Much of the graphic information in this study was presented using 
scatterplots. Scatterplots were used to show patterns of correlation. However, 
correlation should not be interpreted as implying causality. 

The eight school districts that made up Orangeburg County during fiscal 
year 1997 were consolidated into three districts in fiscal year 1998. The 
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consolidation itself may have skewed figures for these districts in fiscal year 
1998. Also, some advance knowledge of the impending consolidation may have 
impacted fiscal decisions district management made in fiscal year 1997. 
Therefore, for purposes of this study, data from Orangeburg school districts were 
not used for comparative purposes across years. 

Definition of Terms 

A la carte : Any food sold through a school food service program that does 
not qualify as a reimbursable meal within the guidelines of the National School 
Breakfast and Lunch Program. 

District : A short single-word term used to refer to a public school district 
organized for the purpose of providing a public elementary and/or secondary 
education to children in a community. 

Elementary School : Schools listed in the 1997-98 Directory of South 

Carolina Schools as an elementary school. The school may have any 
combination of grades from kindergarten through eighth grade that sought 
accreditation from the State Department of Education as an elementary school. 

Fiscal Year : A period of twelve consecutive months over which all 

financial records are accounted for as a year. In South Carolina the fiscal year of 
a public school district begins July 1 of a calendar year and ends June 30 of the 
next calendar year. 
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Food Service Fund : All money that comprises the revenues and 

expenditures of a food service program. 

Food Service Management Company : (FSMC) A commercial enterprise 
or a nonprofit enterprise that provides management or management consultant 
services to manage a public school or private school food service program. 

Food Service Program : The program operated in a public school district to 
prepare and serve breakfast and lunch to students each school day. 

Retained Earnings : The difference between the assets and liabilities of a 

fund. 

General Fund : The fund used to finance the day-to-day operations of the 
school district. 

High School : Schools listed in the 1997-98 Directory of South Carolina 
Schools as a high school. The school may have any combination of grades from 
seventh grade through twelfth grade that sought accreditation from the State 
Department of Education as a high school. 

Indirect Cost : Costs not directly charged to the food service fund but 
charged to another school district fund to pay for part of the expenses associated 
with operation of the food service program. 

Instructional Dav : The amount of time each day devoted exclusively to 
instruction. Class change time, lunch periods, recess, homeroom time and other 
non-instructional activities are not included as a part of the instructional day. 




12 



10 



Middle/Junior High School : Schools listed in the 1997-98 Directory., _of 
South Carolina Schools as a middle or junior high school. The school may have 
any combination of grades from fifth through tenth grade that sought 
accreditation from the State Department of Education as a middle/junior high 
school. 

Special Sales : Income received from sales to students and adults 
for extra food items. 

Design nf the Investigation 

All data used in this study were taken from South Carolina School District 
Audit Reports for fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998, South Carolina Education 
Profiles , fiscal years 1996-97 and 1997-98; and from South Carolina State 
Department of Education, Office of School Food Service, Food Services Reports 
for these years. The information extracted from these reports and used as 
variables in the study included Free and Reduced Lunch Percentage (FR), Total 
Revenues (RTOT), Total Expenditures (ETOT), Lunch Average Daily 
Participation (LADP), Breakfast Average Daily Participation (BADP), Special 
Sales to Students (SPECIAL), Management Model (MGT), Percentage of 
Revenue Devoted to Capital Outlay (COPCT), Percentage of Revenue Devoted 
to Salary (SALPCT), and Bottom Line Per Student (BLPSTU). 

Pearson Correlational analyses were conducted to determine relationships 
among the variables for each of the two years considered. A separate analysis 
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examined the contribution of each of the other variables to BLPSTU (Bottom Line 
per Student), which was used in this study as a measure of fiscal efficiency. 
Each independent variable was considered while controlling for all other 
independent variables. The impact of belonging to a food-purchasing 
cooperative was also considered for each of the two years. Since allowable meal 
patterns changed between the two years, BLPSTU (Bottom Line per Student) 
was compared across the two years based upon the assumption that changes in 
meal patterns were the proximate cause of any significant difference statewide 
between BLPSTU (Bottom Line per Student) means for the two years. 



CHAPTER II 



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 

Literature reviewed for this study was selected after an examination of 
journals related to public school food service and food service management. 
Also reviewed were documents from the Education Resources Information 
Center (ERIC), reports and documents produced by the South Carolina 
Department of Education, Office of School Food Services, and other state and 
national sources. 

Emphasis for the literature review was placed upon documents, papers, 
articles, books, and other published materials that were related to the efficiency 
of school food service programs and/or how they are financed. Generally, the 
literature reviewed was published after 1988 except for literature necessary to 
give a proper historical perspective to the food service program. 

Fond Service Policy . Legislation, and Funding 



South Carolina has a rich history as a participant in food service programs 
for public school students. South Carolina became a leader in providing children 
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with school lunches when a statewide school lunch program was developed in 
1933. During this same period federal aid was just beginning. The 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation began granting loans to towns in 
southwestern Missouri to pay for the cost of labor to prepare school lunches. 
The Civil Works Administration and the Federal Emergency Relief Administration 
expanded this assistance into 39 states in 1933 and 1934. With federal support 
emerging, by 1937 fifteen states had passed legislation authorizing schools to 
operate lunch programs (Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Publication No. 467). 

Ten years later, in 1943, South Carolina was still a leader in school food 
service legislation among the states. Three years before the National School 
Lunch Act was passed in 1946, the South Carolina State Legislature passed a 
school lunch act providing for school lunches in the public schools of South 
Carolina. 

In 1954 the Special Milk Program was passed to ensure that fluid milk 
would be available to schoolchildren. Twelve years later in 1966, the federal 
government passed a second major piece of legislation, the Child Nutrition Act. 
The Child Nutrition Act expanded and extended the Special Milk Act, established 
the School Breakfast Program, and for the first time provided funds for free and 
reduced price meals to needy children. This Act recognized the relationship 
between good nutrition and the ability of children to learn and stated the 
following: 

based on the years of cumulative successful experience under 

the National School Lunch Program with its significant contributions 
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in the field of applied nutrition research, it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of Congress that these efforts shall be extended, 
expanded and strengthened under the authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture as a measure to safeguard the health and well-being of 
the Nation's children, and to encourage the domestic consumption 
of agricultural and other foods, by assisting states, through grants- 
in-aid and other means, to meet more effectively the nutritional 
needs of our children (Child Nutrition Act of 1 966, Section 2). 

Section 13 of the Child Nutrition Act provided the authority for all 

preschool, elementary and secondary school programs to be consolidated and 

placed under the general supervision of the United States Department of 



Agriculture, where it remains today. 

In 1975 Public Law 94-105 was enacted. This act continued provisions of 
the National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Act, and for the first time 
mandated reduced price meals to children who qualified. The act also increased 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture's power to purchase and distribute 

commodities. 

Legislation passed in 1980 by the federal government reduced funding for 
the Child Nutrition Programs. These reductions included less -funding for meals 
served and a reduction in commodities received by school districts. With 
passage of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act, the equipment assistance program 
to schools was eliminated; the special milk program was eliminated; and funding 
was decreased for children who were not eligible for free or reduced price meals. 
Total funding reductions in fiscal year 1981 were approximately $400 million, and 
the cut was even larger in fiscal year 1982 as a result of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act. Congress attempted to restore some funding between 1983 
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and 1985, but was not successful until 1986. According to the American School 
Food Service Association, when commodities were counted with federal school 
lunch support, federal support for the program declined from 39 percent in 1981 
to 13 percent in 1993. Of the distribution of cash assistance provided for meals 
and milk, 82 percent was allocated to free and reduced price meals and 18 
percent to support full pay meals (ASFSA, 1997). 

Most recently federal legislation has concentrated on making school 
lunches more nutritious and healthy for schoolchildren. Public Law 103-448, 
passed in 1994, the Healthy Meals for Healthy Americans Act, provided for menu 
options based on nutrient content of the meal rather than the food items included 
in the meal. These meal-planning patterns replaced the Traditional Meal pattern 
and were called the Nutrient Standard Menu and Assisted Nutrient Standard 
Menu. In addition the Department of Agriculture also approved a Food Based 
Menu that increased the number of bread/grains and fruits/vegetables that had to 
be included if the Nutrient Standard Menu was not used. 

In 1997 Public Law 104-149, the Healthy Meals for Children Act, 
increased the meal planning options with the "any reasonable approach" 
provision to give local school food service planners more flexibility. This act 
focused on the appropriate RDA requirements for different age groups and 
required that school meals be composed of not more than 30 percent of the 
calories from fat and that less than 10 percent of the calories be from saturated 
fat. By changing the standard to "any reasonable approach," the Healthy Meals 
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— | for Children Act also provided for the Traditional Meal pattern to be used again in 

menu planning. 
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Private Fond Service Management Companies 



J 

y 



•FT 

n 



Some school districts, in an effort to cope with the pressures of insufficient 
federal funding for school food service programs and the need to provide a self - 
supporting food service program in the modern competitive schools of today, 
have resorted to the use of food service management companies (FSMCs). As a 
result by 1990, a sufficient number of school districts had contracted with food 
service management companies to cause the United States Department of 
Agriculture to contract with Price Waterhouse to complete a study of the use of 
food service management companies. Most school districts contracting with 
management companies were located on the West Coast, in the Midwest, Texas, 
and in the Northeast region of the nation. States outside of these areas of the 
nation had five or fewer districts using management companies. Entitled "Study 
of Food Service Management Companies in School Nutrition Programs," the 
study analyzed all aspects of the contracts used by management companies as 
they related to the policies and requirements of the National School Lunch 
Program. The study made no attempt to compare management company 
operated programs with self- operated programs. 
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The study found that in fiscal year 1990-91 , of the 12,898 public and 3,381 
private school districts participating in the National School Lunch Program, 905 
districts used management companies to operate their programs as compared to 
839 districts in fiscal year 1987-88. Only three states in the South had districts 
that used management companies. The study noted that states with a high 
concentration of districts using management companies tended to be states that 
had numerous small school districts rather than larger districts. Most public 
school districts using management companies had student enrollments between 
1,200 and 5,000 students. Management companies operated in one or more 
school districts in 33 states in the 1990-91 school year (Price Waterhouse, 
1994). 

The number of districts contracting with management companies appears 
to have peaked in the decade from 1979 to 1989. During this period of time 
more districts began contracts in 1989 than in any other year, peaking at 
approximately 8% of the contracts. By 1990, when the Waterhouse study was 
conducted, the number of districts beginning contracts had decreased to 
approximately 3% (Price Waterhouse, 1994). 

The School Administrator magazine addressed the issue of private 
management companies in May 1994 with two published articles, one promoting 
the use of management companies and the other defending the merits of a self- 
operated program. The two school administrators who wrote the articles simply 
related their experiences. Neither article contained strong defendable data to 
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support the author's position but used instead their personal experience with 
district programs. However, commenting on the debate of private management 
versus self-operated programs, the magazine's editor noted that in 1994 about 
1000 U.S. school districts were using private management companies to operate 
food service programs. 

The American School Food Service Association, in its report School 
Foodservice Industry External Environme ntal Scan, observed that most districts 
choose to enter into contracts with management companies because they 
believe that substantial amounts of money can be saved. They believe money 
can be saved because they no longer have to pay salaries and fringe benefits to 
employees or worry about the management of food service employees. 
However, districts often find that the private management company is unable to 
solve their budget problems and they return to their self-operated system 
(ASFSA, 1997). 

The literature is abundant with both advocates and opponents of 
contracted management for public school food service programs. Those who 
advocate privatization believe professional management companies offer an 
effective means for reducing cost, improving productivity, delegating 
management responsibilities, and increasing accountability. Critics of 
privatization tend to see management companies as an attempt by private 
companies to siphon from the public hard earned local dollars that belong in the 
community. They believe privatization is a movement away from publicly owned 
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institutions to private operations that have no real interest in the welfare and 
education of children. 

Nancy Backas, in her article "Great Debate" published in the January 

1995 issue of School Fond Service & Nutrition, summarized the debate very well. 

Proponents of contracting out foodservices say they want to let the 
"foodservice experts" concentrate on what they do best and let 
schools concentrate on educating students. It's no surprise that 
this kind of attitude angers school foodservice directors who are, 
quite obviously, foodservice experts. On the defensive, these 
• directors are using words like "corporate takeover," and argue that 
school foodservice is an integral part of the learning process that 
provides unique educational support to the school system. It's no 
wonder the two sides are squaring off (Backas, 1 995). 



Much of the literature about private management companies is written in 
the professional publications of state school food service associations. The 
language is generally strong and devoted to the opposition of private 
management companies. To understand the flavor and focus of most of these 
articles one could compare them to articles that often appear in anti-labor union 
literature. For example, in the School Food Service Journal ,- September 1990 
issue, a feature article (p. 62) is entitled "When Contract Management Came to 
West Virginia, State association members take their stand on what is best for 
child nutrition programs." The article outlines the West Virginia School Food 
Service Association's campaign to prevent the "takeover" of the Hancock County 
food service program by a management company. In the end when the 
"takeover" had failed, the article hailed their "victory" and "success" in keeping 
the private management company out. 
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Articles like the one described above certainly give a flavor for the 
emotional side of the issue of private management versus self-operated 
programs, but do little to delineate the bottom line financial facts. Such articles 
fail to provide definitive data as to whether privately managed food service 
programs are more efficient and effective than self-operated programs. 

David N. Ammons addressed this concern in his article, "Taking A 
Pragmatic View of Privatization," in the Winter 1998 issue of Forum , published by 
the Institute of Public Affairs, University of South Carolina. His article called for a 
balancing of the ideological perspectives and made the point with the following 
statement: 



The debates that take place in city halls, county 
courthouses, and legislative chambers are often dominated by 
perspectives that contrast sharply with one another and rest on 
preconceived notions regarding the presumed superiority of one 
sector's skills or the other's motives. When the argument pits 
privatize-as-much-as-possible zealots against their privatize- 
nothing opponents, more pragmatic views sometimes are shoved to 
the sidelines (Ammons, 1998). 



Ammons continued his article by pointing out that when a government decides to 
privatize, the decision to privatize does not relieve the government from 
responsibility or the liability of the operation. Ammons suggested that two 
lessons are embedded in what he called "The Allure of Contracting." 

The first lesson is that a good contract operation can 
probably beat a poorly managed in-house operation, and a well- 
managed in-house operation can probably beat a poorly managed 
or exorbitantly priced contract operation. Case studies are rarely 
random. The most interesting cases describe dramatic results, the 
kind that are most likely when the need for improvement is greatest. 
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A good operation, whether in-house or contractual, is less likely to 
j be targeted for change than one that is struggling. A change from a 

poor example of the current mode of operation — either in-house or 
„ . contractual -- to a good example of the other mode will produce the 

I; j dramatic results that make a good story. 

The second lesson flows from the first: do not place too 
pj much faith in isolated studies focusing on single jurisdictions. They 

^ ] can be misleading. It is unwise to abandon a good contract on the 

strength of a case study touting an in-house success. It is equally 
n unwise to get caught up in the wave of enthusiasm for privatization 

,J and abandon a good in-house operation (Ammons, 1998). 
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Ammons pointed out that the key to privatization is competition. Privatization is 
driven by competition, but he pointed out when a government operated program 
is managed aggressively and given the flexibility to operate competitively the 
government operated program can outperform or match its rivals. 



Drs. June Schmieder, Sue McCann, and Arthur Townley, in a 1996 study 
"Privatization of School Food Services and Its Effect on The Financial Status of 
The Cafeteria Fund in Participating California Public School Districts," wrote the 
following: 

School food services is appealing to food service management 
companies because most kitchen facilities are in place, buildings 
have been built, the majority of capital outlay has already been 
expended, the operation comes with an adequate staff, and there 
is room for improvement. Most procedures are in place so that all 
the private company needs to do is to step in and make a few high 
visibility improvements which are charged back to the district 
through a per meal cost for consulting services and a per meal 
cost for general administrative and operating services. 

Schmieder, McCann, and Townley used in their study two sets of school 

districts. One set was composed of programs operated by management 
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companies and the other set was composed of programs operated by the 
districts. Districts selected for each set had comparable student enrollments, 
numbers of schools, and similar types of school districts. The researchers found 
that of the districts in their study using food service management companies, 38 
percent had decreased retained earnings at the end of the year and 55 percent 
had increased retained earnings. By comparison, of the districts running self- 
operated programs, 28 percent had decreased retained earnings at the end of 
the year and 66 percent had increased retained earnings. They found from the 
study that self-operated districts performed better than districts operated by 
management companies, but concluded that some private companies met with 
success. Other management companies are released from their contracts after a 
trial run. The qualitative degree of success was difficult to measure. Improving 
meals, bringing in new ideas, increasing student satisfaction, or contracting 
additional personnel (e.g. private company's managers, consultants, advisors) 
can be defined as success and varies among participating districts. The survival 
or number of years that a school district retains the services of a private company 
can also be an indication. However, according to Schmieder, McCann, and 
Townley, the most cited reason for seeking a private company was to run a more 
efficient operation that is not a financial drain on the general fund of the school 
district. 

The U.S. Congress included in the Healthy Meals for Healthy Americans 
Act of 1994 a mandate that a review be made of the use of private food 
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companies by school districts that participate in the federal meals programs. As 
part of the study, the General Accounting Office researched the use of food 
management companies by school districts to determine their impact on the 
National School Lunch Program. 

The study found that in 1994-95 about eight percent of the food service 
authorities nationwide used food service management companies, up four 
percent since 1987-88. The most often cited reason for using a private company 
was to reduce budget deficits and increase revenues. After using a management 
company, 61 percent of the districts reported an improvement and 19 percent 
reported operating at a deficit. However, the study found that programs operated 
by food service management companies faired about the same as self-operated 
programs with regard to budget deficits. In terms of student participation, the 
study found that while management operated programs improved student 
participation overall, student participation was still lower for programs operated 
by management companies than for self-operated programs. Student 
participation in programs operated by management companies was found to be 
about 49 percent as compared to about 65 percent in self-operated programs 
(GAO, 1996). 

Much of the literature associated with management company operated 
programs addresses issues related to employees. The GAO study found that 
about 43 percent reported that most or all of their employees were retained as 
employees of the district while 32 percent reported that employees lost their jobs 
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with the district but were re-employed by the management company (GAO, 
1996). 



Smith Carolina's Office of School Food Services 

Working through and with the USDA, the South Carolina State 
Department of Education has developed a very sophisticated Office of School 
Food Services to support and provide training for school food service managers 
in South Carolina's public school districts. The office is composed of a staff of 
approximately 18 staff members to provide support to school districts in 
marketing programs, nutritional analysis of food, procurement of food and 
supplies, technology training, and other related food service training and support. 

In 1997-98 all public schools in South Carolina participated in the state 
food service program and served more than 76 million lunches or about 437,000 
lunches each school day. During this same period approximately 150,000 
breakfast meals were served each day. On an average school day in 1997-98, 
about 68 percent of the students enrolled in the state's public schools 
participated in the school lunch program and about 24 percent participated in the 
breakfast program. Of all students participating in 1997-98, approximately 49 
percent qualified for free and reduced price meals (Office of School Food 
Services, 1998). 

South Carolina, as does other states, requires local school districts to 
complete agreements each year with the state to ensure that their food service 



programs will comply with federal regulations governing the Child Nutrition 
Programs. The application requires that school districts list the schools 
participating in the program, the grade levels served, the type of operation, 
compliance with offer versus serve provisions, and the meal option that will be 
implemented. In South Carolina, school districts are required to select for each 
school one of four options. Schools may elect the Enhanced Food Based option, 
NuMenus option, Assisted NuMenus option, or the Traditional Food Based 
option. The School Lunch, Breakfast, and Food Distribution Agreements 
between the state and the school districts are legal agreements to which school 

districts agree: 

• to serve a lunch/breakfast that meets the meal requirements; 

• maintain proper sanitation and health standards in conformance with 
all applicable state and local laws; 

• comply with record keeping requirements; 

• provide free and reduced-price meals to eligible children, 

• provide meals to all children without regard to race, color, gender, 
religion, disability, age or national origin; 

• comply with financial requirements and provisions; 

• accept and use commodities; and 

• operate the program on a nonprofit basis (Office of School Food 
Service, 1998). 



A copy of the Lunch, Breakfast and Food Distribution Agreement is 
included in the Appendix of this study. Also included in the Appendix are 
documents taken from the State Department of Education, Office of School Food 
Service Program Reference Manual that detail the differences among the 
different types of meal patterns or meal options a district may select. Meal 
patterns are important because they determine the amount of food that must be 
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served and therefore the expense ultimately incurred for food. For example, the 
Nutrient based meal, as defined in the literature, is not as likely to require as 
much food to be served as would be required by the Traditional meal to meet 
minimum guidelines. 

The federal government, when authorizing the National School Lunch and 
School Breakfast Programs, recognized that when meals are controlled for 
nutrient content, restrictions should be placed on meals that are not controlled. 
As a result school districts have the authority to limit or regulate the sale of foods 
that compete with the food service program. 

South Carolina’s Program Reference Manual contains the following 

Competitive Food Service Policy. 

School districts have the authority to establish rules or regulations 
as are necessary to control the sale of foods in competition with 
meals served under the National School Lunch and School 
Breakfast Programs. Such rules or regulations must prohibit the 
sale of foods of minimal nutritional value in the foodservice area 
during the breakfast and lunch periods. The four food categories of 
minimal nutritional value (soda water, water ices, chewing gum, 
certain candies) ....may be sold, at the discretion of local school 
officials in other areas of the school campus throughout the school 
day. 

USDA policy defines food service areas as "areas on school 
premises where program meals are either 'served' or 'eaten' and 
sale of minimal nutritional value foods including carbonated 
beverages are prohibited in these areas." Student access to these 
items in areas where meals are provided is considered a violation 
of the competitive foods rule. 
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To further strengthen the Competitive Food Policy, the State Legislature 
passed in 1990, Proviso 28.100 of the Appropriations Act that required the State 
Board of Education to develop policies regarding foods that would be available to 
students during the school day. The proviso required that the policy be based on 
the United States Dietary Guidelines for Americans and the requirements of the 
National Child Nutrition Program. The policy included the following provisions: 
Beginning School Year 1990-91 

• All food made available for sale or service to students in the 
elementary, middle and junior high schools during the school 
day* should be consistent with the USDA/DHHS dietary 
guidelines and the Child Nutrition Program requirements. 

‘School day is defined as follows: Beginning with the breakfast 
program and through the instructional day or when the first bus 
arrives and through the instructional day. 

Beginning School Year 1994-95 

• In order to encourage students to adopt and maintain healthy 
life-styles which promote wellness and prevent diet related 
diseases, all schools by school year 1994-95 should provide 
only foods and beverages to students during the school day* 
which meet the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Department of Health and Human services (DHHS) Dietary 
Guidelines and/or the nutritional requirements of the Child 
Nutrition Programs (National School Lunch and - Breakfast 
Programs). 

• By 1994-95 school year, when a high school operates a 
canteen, concession stand or vending program, all food and 
beverages should be healthy food choices as identified by 
USDA dietary guidance (SC Office of School Food Services, 
1998). 



Implementation of these policies has been left primarily to school districts with 
little if any enforcement from the Office of School Food Sen/ices. 



Other Related Literature 



Dorothy Pannell, a nationally known expert in food service management 
and president of inTEAM Associates, has written extensively about school food 
service efficiency. The last edition of her manual, Cost Control Manual for 
School Food Service Directors (1994), that was initially funded by the Kentucky 
Department of Education, Division of School and Community Nutrition and the 
State Administrative Expense Fund, has been used extensively for food service 
seminars she conducts. The manual , is devoted to topics such as labor costs, 
food costs, reducing costs, and increasing revenue. All of these topics are 
extremely important in order for a food service manager to effectively contain 
costs in a food service program, and they can be of valuable assistance in areas 
where inefficiencies have been identified or for generally studying an individual 
program. 

However, for purposes of this study, of particular interest were 
recommendations included in the manual for staffing school cafeterias, since the 
State Department of Education, Office of School Food Services, provided no 
statewide data for staffing patterns based on meals per labor hour. Such data 
may be of significance because local labor markets drive salaries, but not 
production. Exhibit 17 of the Cost Control Manual for School F ood Service 
Directors recommended the following guidelines as shown in Table 2-1. 



Table 2-1 Guidelines for On-Site Production 







Meals per Labor Hour (MPLH)TTotal Hours 




Number of 


Conventional System** 


Convenience System*** 


Equivalents* 


MPLH 


Total Hours 


MPLH 


Total Hours 


Up to 100 


8 


9 to 12 


9 


9 to 1 1 


101 to 150 


9 


12 to 16 


10 


11 to 14 


151 to 200 


10 to 12 


16 to 17 


12 


14 to 16 


201 to 250 


12 


17 to 20 


14 


16 to 18 


251 to 300 


13 


20 to 22 


15 


18 to 20 


301 to 400 


14 


22 to 29 


16 


20 to 25 


401 to 500 


14 


29 to 35 


18 


25 to 28 


501 to 600 


15 


35 to 40 


18 


28 to 34 


601 to 700 


16 


40 to 43 


19 


34 to 37 


701 to 800 


17 


43 to 47 


20 


37 to 40 


800+ 


18 


47+ 


21 + 


40+ 


'Meal equivalents 


include breakfast and a la carte sales. Two breakfasts equate to one lunch. 


A la carte sales of $2.00 



**The conventional system is preparation of food from raw ingredients on the premises (using some bakery bread and 
prepared pizza and washing dishes). 



***The convenience system is using the maximum amount of processed foods (for example, using all bakery breads, pre- 
fried chicken, and proportioned condiments, using disposable dishes). 

Adapted from: Pannell, School Foodservice Management (Ban Nostrand Reinhold, 1990) 



(Pannell, 1994, Exhibit 17, p. 43) 

The above guidelines were introduced in the manual with the following 
statement: "The staffing guidelines in Exhibit 17 are provided on the basis of the 
average automated equipment that was commonly used in the late 1980s and 
early 1990s. It works!" 



CHAPTER III 



DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This study was designed to identify characteristics of public school food 
service programs that are associated with and/or significantly impact a program s 
fiscal efficiency. Characteristics of interest fell into three broad categories: 

1. Demographic Characteristics: The demographic profiles of a districts student 
population are considered by experts in the field to exert significant influence 
over a school district, including the district’s school food services operation. 
Generally, school districts are considered to have very little control over 
demographic factors. Also, the role of the federal government in public 
school food service financing and, in particular, the federal reimbursement to 
districts for free and reduced lunches served was considered a dominant 
demographic factor because the percentage of free and reduced price 
lunches served among the different school districts varied significantly. 

2. Operational Characteristics: These topics included menu patterns, relative 
emphasis on reimbursable meals, special sales, levels of student 
participation, salary levels, equipment purchases, and utilization of 
purchasing cooperatives. 

3. Management Models: Management models were separated into two general 

classifications: district operated programs and food service management 

company operated programs. 



The study was designed as a post hoc study. All data used in this study were 
extracted from District Audit Reports filed with the South Carolina Department of 
Education, Office of School District Auditing; from the South Carolina Department 
of Education, Office of School Food Services, Lunch and Breakfast Average 
Daily Participation Reports for 1996-97 and 1997-98; and from South Caro lina 
FH I .ration Profiles. 1997 and 1998. Audit Reports were obtained for all 91 South 
Carolina public school districts for fiscal year 1997. Consolidation reduced the 
number of South Carolina public school districts to 86 for fiscal year 1998. Four 
of the 86 districts had not filed an approved fiscal year 1998 District Audit Report 
with the South Carolina Department of Education, Office of School District 
Auditing, as of February 8, 1999, the date when reports were obtained for this 
study. Consequently, the fiscal year 1998 data used in the study includes only 

82 districts. 

Analyses were conducted separately for each of the two fiscal years. 
Therefore, the possibility existed for some hypotheses to be supported by data 
from one year but not from the other year. Consequently, cross-year consistency 
was an important aspect of evaluating each research question. 
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Description of Variables 

While South Carolina Audit Standards defined much of what was 
contained in each School District Audit Report, differences remained among the 
reports that if not adjusted would have substantially skewed the data. The 
greatest differences existed among fringe benefits reporting. Each district 
received state revenue for a substantial portion of the fringe benefits for school 
food service workers. Some districts placed the fringe benefits revenue in their 
food services accounts and reported the revenue as a line item on their Food 
Services Schedule of Revenues. Others placed the fringe benefits revenue in 
their general fund and never reported the revenue as being associated with food 
services. Still other districts placed the fringe benefits revenue in their general 
funds and then reported the revenue as a transfer between funds. As an 
expenditure, some districts showed all fringe paid to food service workers on 
their Food Services Schedule of Expenditures. Typically these were districts that 
also reported fringe benefits revenue for food services and/or showed a transfer 
from their general fund. Other districts showed only a portion of the fringe paid to 
food service workers on their Food Service Schedule of Expenditures and 
showed the remainder on General Fund Expenditure Schedules. Still other 
districts reported no food service worker fringe on the Food Services Expenditure 
Schedule. Because of the inconsistencies involved, all fringe revenues and 
expenditures were removed for purposes of this study. Revenue specifically 
attributed to "Canteen" either as revenue or as a transfer was also excluded. 
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Common among districts whose food services operation ran a deficit was 
to show a supplement to the food services operation with a transfer from another 
fund (general fund, capital outlay, etc.) At the other extreme were districts that 
charged indirect cost to food services. This indirect cost was shown as a transfer 
from food services to the general fund. Both types of transfers were removed for 
purposes of this study. 

The following variables were used in the study: 



Variable 


Description 


FR 


Free and Reduced Lunch Percentage for district 


LADP 


Lunch Average Daily Participation 


BADP 


Breakfast Average Daily Participation 


MGT 


Management Type; 1=FSMC, 0=District Managed 


SPECIAL 


Special Sales to Students as percentage of Total Sales to Students 


AVSIZE 


Average Size of Schools in district; 35-Day Enrollment divided by 
number of schools in district excluding vocational centers 


RTOT 


Total Revenues; Total revenues excluding fringe (Object 3180) and 
canteen (Object 1 992) 


ETOT 

S 

r 


Total Expenditures excluding fringe (Object 200) and transfers 
to/from other funds (Indirect Costs, etc.) 


; BLPSTU 

r 


Bottom Line Per Student. Total Revenues less Total Expenditures 
divided by district 35-Day Enrollment 


i 

i SALPCT 

F 

[ 


Percentage of Total Revenues devoted to salary 


I 

b 

o 

ERIC 


36 






36 



34 



1 

0 

a 



li 



n 

b-.S 



si 




FEDPCT Percentage of Total Revenues from Federal Sources 
COPCT Percentage of Total Revenues devoted to Capital Outlay 

BLPSTU (Bottom Line Per Student), which represents Total Revenues 
(excluding fringe and canteen) less Total Expenditures (excluding fringe and 
transfers) was used in this study as a measure of fiscal efficiency. While 
BLPSTU is technically not a measure of profit or loss because of exclusions in 
RTOT (Total Revenues) and ETOT (Total Expenditures), it provided an excellent 
measure of fiscal efficiency for comparing districts. 



Statistical Procedures 

Pearson correlations were computed among all of the variables in the 
study for each fiscal year. These correlations established the relationships 
involved and offered insight into colinearity problems in other statistical 
procedures. Separate correlation analyses were also conducted on all variables 
except MGT (Management Type) for districts that had district operated food 
service programs and for districts that had food service management company 
operated programs for each of the two fiscal years. 

F-tests were conducted using BLPSTU (Bottom Line Per Student) as the 
dependent variable and each of the other variables as independent variables. 
The significance of each independent variable was evaluated while controlling for 
all other independent variables. 
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A related sample t-test was conducted using BLPSTU (Bottom Line Per 
Student) from fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 for the 79 districts that had 
measures for both years. The three consolidated Orangeburg County districts in 
fiscal year 1998 were excluded since they were eight separate districts in fiscal 
year 1997. 

Independent sample t-tests were conducted for each pairwise contrast of 
purchasing consortium membership status for both fiscal year 1997 and fiscal 
year 1998 using BLPSTU as the dependent variable. 



CHAPTER IV 



PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The research question formulated was - . What characteristics are 
associated with and/or significantly impact the fiscal efficiency of public school 
food service programs in South Carolina? To assist in answering the question, 

1 1 hypotheses were constructed for testing. The hypotheses were as follows: 

Hypothesis No. 1 

The percentage of students approved for free or reduced lunch will have 
no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 2. 

The percentage of total student sales that are special sales will have no 
significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 3. 

The percentage of lunch daily participation will have no significant impact 
upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 



Hypothesis No. 4. 

The percentage of breakfast daily participation will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 5. 

The average size of schools within a school district will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 6. 

The percentage of total revenues devoted to salary will have no significant 
impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 7. 

The percentage of total revenues devoted to the purchase of equipment 
will have no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service 

operations. 

Hypothesis No. 8. 

The percentage of total revenues received from federal sources will have 
no significant impact upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 
Hypothesis No. 9. 

Allowable menu patterns will have no significant impact upon the fiscal 
efficiency of school food service operations. 

Hypothesis No. 10. 

The utilization of purchasing cooperatives will have no significant impact 
upon the fiscal efficiency of school food service operations. 



Hypothesis No. 1 1 . 

There will be no significant difference in fiscal efficiency between district 
self-operated food service programs and district food service programs operated 
by school food service management companies. 

Table 4-1 contains correlational information for each of the variables in the 
study for fiscal year 1997. Table 4-2 contains' the same information for fiscal 
year 1998. 



Table 4-1 

Descriptive Data for Variables in Study. FY ’97 







All 


Districts 




FSMC 


Operated 




District 


Operated 


Variable 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


FR 


91 


58.035165 


20.389618 


10 


35.770000 


9.749764 


81 


60.783951 


19.682279 


LADP 


91 


73.296703 


10.263738 


10 


72.400000 


7.763161 


81 


73.407407 


10.565010 


BADP 


91 


30.659341 


13.071785 


10 


20.200000 


4.984420 


81 


31.950617 


13.193655 


MGT 


91 


0.109890 


0.314485 


10 


1 .000000 


0.000000 


81 


0.000000 


0.000000 


SPECIAL 


91 


24.936264 


13.742485 


10 


18.410000 


8.985229 


81 


25.741975 


14.049874 


AVSIZE 


91 


601.065934 


188.492546 


10 


609.200000 


137.443160 


81 


600.061728 


194.515124 


BLPSTU 


91 


8.488390 


22.754081 


10 


-4.982946 


19.301646 


81 ‘ 


10.151518 


22.695138 


SALPCT 


91 


35.263736 


7.316838 


10 


22.430000 


12.180773 


81 


36.848148 


4.517358 


FEDPCT 


91 


69.436264 


14.322954 


10 


55.540000 


8.315073 


81 


71.151852 


13.996206 


COPCT 


91 


3.354945 


2.114356 


10 


2.680000 


1.600555 


81 


3.438272 


2.162670 
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Table 4-2 

Descriptive Data for Variables in Study. FY '98 







All 


Districts 




FSMC 


Operated 




District 


Operated 


Variable 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


N 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


FR 


82 


55.104878 


19.097559 


9 


36.933333 


10.258899 


73 


57.345205 


18.768273 


IADP 


82 


71.682927 


9.465829 


9 


70.666667 


5.590170 


73 


71.808219 


9.858242 


BADP 


82 


29.536585 


12.262756 


9 


20.888889 


5.182771 


|S 73 


30.602740 


12.477468 


MGT 


82 


0.109756 


0.314509 


9 


1.000000 


0.000000 


fj73 


0.000000 


0.000000 


SPECIAL 


82 


25.678049 


13.644436 


9 


18.533333 


10.626618 


73 


26.558904 


13.774419 


AVSIZE 


82 


603.585366 


185.406457 


9 


630.777778 


135.797439 


73 


600.232877 


191.101233 


BLPSTU 


82 


18.606423 


23.133917 


9 


6.491093 


12.138583 


73 


20.100094 


23.771706 


SALPCT 


82 


34.724390 


7.546932 


9 


18.888889 


10.438683 


| 7 3 


36.676712 


4.093712 


FEDPCT 


82 


68.447561 


14.374448 


9 


56.266667 


8.907581 


73 


69.949315 


14.240905 


COPCT 


82 


3.018293 


2.127082 


9 


1.977778 


1.410477 


73 


3.146575 


2.171858 



Table 4-3 contains Pearson correlations and probabilities among all 
variables of the study for fiscal year 1997 for all 91 public school districts that 
were operating in South Carolina during 1996-97. 
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Pearson Correlations and Probabilities for Study Varia bles for Fiscal Year 1997 
All South Carolina Public School Districts 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 


















LADP 


0.7100 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 
















BADP 


0.8767 

0.0001 


0.7368 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 














MGT 


-0.3858 

0.0001 


-0.0309 

0.7715 


-0.2827 

0.0066 


1.0000 

0.0000 












SPECIAL 


0.0382 

0.7190 


-0.3253 

0.0017 


0.0034 

0.9748 


-0.1678 

0.1119 


1.0000 

0.0000 










AVSIZE 


-0.3915 

0.0001 


-0.4416 

0.0001 


-0.5187 

0.0001 


0.0153 

0.8859 


0.0213 

0.8413 


1 .0000 
0.0000 








BLPSTU 


0.0397 

0.7090 


-0.1238 

0.2422 


-0.0446 

0.6746 


-0.2092 

0.0466 


0.3137 

0.0025 


0.2347 

0.0251 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SALPCT 


0.1886 

0.0735 


-0.0301 

0.7773 


0.1276 

0.2282 


-0.6197 

0.0001 


0.0175 

0.8691 


-0.0957 

0.3667 


-0.1308 

0.2167 


1.0000 

0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9520 

0.0001 


0.6876 

0.0001 


0.8141 

0.0001 


-0.3428 

0.0009 


-0.0672 

0.5268 


-0.3672 

0.0003 


0.0057 

0.9576 


0.1688 

0.1096 


1.0000 

0.0000 




COPCT 


0.2613 

0.0123 


0.1901 

0.0711 


0.2310 

0.0276 


-0.1128 

0.2871 


0.0963 

0.3637 


-0.0870 

0.4124 


-0.1840 

0.0808 


0.0836 

0.4307 


0.2391 

0.0224 


1.0000 

0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


MGT 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


FEDPCT 


COPCT 



Table 4-4 contains Pearson correlations and probabilities for all variables 
of the study for fiscal year 1998 for 82 South Carolina public school districts. For 
the 1997-98 school year, consolidation had reduced the number of South 
Carolina public school districts to 86. Of the 86 school districts, at the time of this 
research, four districts had not filed with the South Carolina State Department of 
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Education the audit reports from which most of the information in this study was 
extracted. 



Table 4-4 

Pearson Correlations and Probabilities for Study Variables for Fiscal Year 1998 
All South Carolina Public School Districts 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 




















LADP 


0.6942 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 




BADP 


0.8726 

0.0001 


0.7270 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 




MGT 


-0.3361 

0.0020 


-0.0379 

0.7351 


-0.2491 

0.0240 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SPECIAL 


0.0861 


-0.2729 


0.0904 


-0.1850 


1.0000 














0.4420 


0.0131 


0.4191 


0.0961 


0.0000 












AVS1ZE 


-0.5343 


-0.5895 


-0.6441 


0.0518 


0.0428 


1.0000 












0.0001 


0.0001 


0.0001 


0.6439 


0.7029 


0.0000 










BLPSTU 


0.1396 


-0.0532 


0.1113 


-0.1850 


0.3031 


0.1478 


1.0000 










0.2111 


0.6350 


0.3194 


0.0961 


0.0056 


0.1852 


0.0000 








SALPCT 


0.2235 


0.0496 


0.17165 


-0.7413 


0.1053 


-0.1986 


-0.0971 


1.0000 








0.0436 


0.6579 


0.1231 


0.0001 


0.3464 


0.0736 


0.3854 


0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9583 


0.6853 


0.8101 


-0.2994 


-0.0586 


-0.5093 


0.0643 


0.2055 


1 .0000 






0.0001 


0.0001 


0.0001 


0.0063 


0.6010 


0.0001 


0.5659 


. 0.0640 


0.0000 




COPCT 


0.2243 


0.2451 


0.1992 


-0.1728 


0.0654 


-0.0379 


-0.2169 


0.0764 


0.2337 


1.0000 




0.0428 


0.0265 


0.0728 


0.1205 


0.5595 


0.7356 


0.0503 


0.4949 


0.0346 


0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


MGT 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


FEDPCT 


COPCT 



Table 4-5 provides Pearson correlations for the variables in the study for 
fiscal year 1997 for the 81 district managed school food services programs only. 
The same correlational information is contained in Table 4-6 for the 10 food 
service management company operated programs. 
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Pearson Correlations and Probabilities for Study Variables for Fiscal Ye ar 1997 
.School District Operated Food Serv ice Programs 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 
















LADP 


0.7787 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 














BADP 


0.8704 

0.0001 


0.7676 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 












SPECIAL 


-0.0119 

0.9157 


-0.3290 

0.0027 


-0.0331 

0.7691 


1.0000 

0.0000 










AVS1ZE 


-0.4485 

0.0001 


-0.4500 

0.0001 


-0.5493 

0.0001 


0.0368 

0.7743 


1.0000 

0.0000 








BLPSTU 


-0.0716 

0.5251 


-0.1136 

0.3128 


-0.1193 

0.2890 


0.3089 

0.0050 


0.2175 

0.0512 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SALPCT 


-0.0387 

0.7314 


0.0667 

0.5543 


0.0009 

0.9936 


-0.1862 

0.0961 


-0.2321 

0.0370 


-0.4736 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9456 

0.0001 


0.7386 

0.0001 


0.7896 

0.0001 


-0.1103 

0.3269 


-0.4207 

0.0001 


-0.1012 

0.3689 


-0.0127 

0.9102 


1.0000 

0.0000 




COPCT 


0.2467 

0.0264 


0.2173 

0.513 


0.2264 

0.0421 


0.0671 

0.5519 


-0.1202 

0.2853 


-0.2612 

0.0185 


-0.0172 

0.8789 


0.2272 

0.0414 


1.0000 

0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


.FEDPCT 


COPCT 
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Tsblo 4-6 

Person Correlations and Probabilities for Study Variabl es for Fiscal Year 199Z 
Food Service Management Company O perated Food Service Programs 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 
















LADP 


0.2857 

0.4236 


1.0000 

0.0000 














BADP 


0.7594 

0.0108 


0.6668 

0.0352 


1 .0000 
0.0000 












SPECIAL 


-0.5125 

0.1299 


-0.4604 

0.1806 


-0.5493 

0.1000 


1.0000 

0.0000 










AVSIZE 


0.3300 

0.3518 


0.3011 

0.3978 


-0.2104 

0.5595 


-0.2238 

0.5342 


1.0000 

0.0000 








BLPSTU 


0.4998 

0.1413 


-0.4153 

0.2327 


0.0919 

0.8006 


-0.0263 

0.9424 


0.6294 

0.0512 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SALPCT 


-0.3771 

0.2827 


-0.6896 

0.0273 


-0.7583 

0.0110 


0.1652 

0.6484 


0.3723 

0.2894 


-0.00834 

0.9818 


1.0000 

0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9670 

0.0001 


0.3782 

0.2812 


0.7700 

0.0092 


-0.7051 

0.0228 


0.3577 

0.3102 


0.4384 

0.2050 


-0.3804 

0.2781 


1.0000 

0.0000 




COPCT 


0.0351 

0.9234 


-0.2935 

0.4105 


-0.3003 

0.3992 


0.3045 

0.3923 


0.4982 

0.1428 


0.4552 

0.1862 


0.1855 

0.6079 


-0.0315 

0.9312 


1.0000 

0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


FEDPCT 


COPCT 
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Fiscal Year 1998 correlational data for school district managed food service 
programs (N = 73) and for food service management company managed food 
service programs (N = 9) are contained in Table 4-7 and Table 4-8 respectively. 



Pparson Correlations and Probabilities for Study Variables for Fiscal Y ear 1998 
School District Operated Food Serv ice Programs 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 
















LADP 


0.7381 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 














BADP 


0.8635 

0.0001 


0.7475 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 












SPECIAL 


0.0463 

0.6974 


-0.2709 

0.0204 


0.06535 

0.5828 


1.0000 

0.0000 










AVSIZE 


-0.5897 

0.0001 


-0.6097 

0.0001 


-0.6849 

0.0001 


0.0627 

0.5981 


1.0000 

0.0000 








BLPSTU 


0.0753 

0.5265 


-0.0485 

0.6838 


0.0663 

0.5772 


0.2785 

0.0171 


0.1406 

0.2356 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SALPCT 


-0.0006 

0.9959 


0.1333 

0.2608 


0.0341 

0.7747 


-0.1153 

0.3312 


-0.3585 

0.0018 


-0.5004 

0.0001 


1.0000 

0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9549 

0.0001 


0.7190 

0.0001 


0.7947 

0.0001 


-0.0937 

0.4302 


-0.5593 

0.0001 


0.0033 

0.9778 


0.0306 

0.7971 


1.0000 

0.0000 




COPCT 


0.1666 

0.1590 


0.2531 

0.0307 


0.1561 

0.1871 


0.0248 

0.8352 


-0.0548 

0.6450 


-0.2870 

0.0138 


-0.1397 

0.2384 


0.1891 

0.1091 


1.0000 

0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


FEDPCT 


COPCT 



Table 4-8 

Pearson Correlations and Probabilities for Study Variables for Fiscal Year 1998 
Food Service Management Company Operated Food Service Programs 



FR 


1.0000 

0.0000 
















LADP 


0.3180 

0.4043 


1.0000 

0.0000 














BADP 


0.9513 

0.0001 


0.5422 

0.1315 


1 .0000 
0.0000 












SPECIAL 


-0.4101 

0.2730 


-0.5892 

0.0950 


-0.4711 

0.2005 


1.0000 

0.0000 










AVSIZE 


0.3614 

0.3393 


-0.1358 

0.7276 


0.2371 

0.5391 


-0.1005 

0.7969 


1.0000 

0.0000 








BLPSTU 


0.3504 

0.3553 


-0.4605 

0.2123 


0.1640 

0.6733 


0.3000 

0.4329 


0.6600 

0.0531 


1.0000 

0.0000 






SALPCT 


-0.3467 

0.3607 


- 0.5630 

0.1145 


-0.5153 

0.1557 


0.2285 

0.5543 


0.1794 

0.6442' 


0.1906 

0.6234 


1.0000 

0.0000 






FEDPCT 


0.9512 

0.0001 


0.4022 

0.2833 


0.9062 

0.0008 


-0.6432 

0.0617 


0.3101 

0.4167 


0.1845 

0.6346 


-0.3663 

0.3322 


1.0000 

0.0000 




COPCT 


0.5011 

0.1694 


-0.0185 

0.9623 


0.4305 

0.2474 


0.2101 

0.5875 


0.4668 

0.2053 


0.5480 

0.1267 


0.1891 

0.6262 


0.2951 

0.4407 


1.0000 

0.0000 




FR 


LADP 


BADP 


SPECIAL 


AVSIZE 


BLPSTU 


SALPCT 


FEDPCT 


COPCT 



Table 4-9 and Table 4-10 provide the inferential information needed to 
determine whether to accept Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. These 
tables provide inferential information about the independent variables FR, LADP, 
BADP, MGT, SPECIAL, AVSIZE, SALPCT, FEDPCT, and COPCT. Each of 
these variable names was defined in Chapter III. Each independent variable is 
considered controlling for all other independent variables. The Dependent 



48 



46 



Variable is BLPSTU (Bottom Line Per Student). BLPSTU is used in this study as 
a measure of fiscal efficiency. 



Table 4-9 

Independent Variables from Fiscal Year 1997 Data Influencing Bottom 
Line Per Student 



n 

i.J 



Independent 

Variable 


Standard 

Error 


F 


Prob > F 


FR 


0.46690274 


0.26 


0.6127 


LADP 


0.38808282 


0.19 


0.6633 


BADP 


0.38397483 


0.52 


0.4746 


MGT 


9.68209868 


7.91 


0.0062 


SPECIAL 


0.19451065 


6.05 1 


0.0161 


AVSIZE 


0.01364104 


3.15 


0.0799 


SALPCT 


0.37761963 


7.87 


0.0063 


FEDPCT 


0.52187013 


0.02 


0.8951 


COPCT 


1 .03797530 


5.76 


0.0187 



Table 4-10 

Independent Variables from Fiscal Year 1998 Data Influencing Bottom 
Line Per Student 



Independent 

Variable 


Standard 

Error 


F 


Prob > F 


FR I 


0.57748066 


0.61 


0.4373 


LADP 


0.43244589 


0.36 


0.5520 


BADP 


0.43424350 


0.13 


0.7164 


MGT 


1 1 .768380251 


8.65 


0.0044 


SPECIAL 


0.21757064 


3.74 


0.0569 


AVSIZE 


0.01710767 


3.05 


0.0851 


SALPCT 


0.46057749 


8.84 


0.0040 


FEDPCT 


0.63909102 


0.45 


0.5030 


COPCT 


1.11440660 


10.68 


0.0017 



If 
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Table 4-1 1 provides the information necessary to evaluate Hypothesis 9 
by comparing the Bottom Line Per Student for each district for fiscal year 1997 
and fiscal year 1998. As noted in Chapter II, the primary difference between 
conditions in fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 was the meal patterns used. 



Table 4-1 1 

Discrepancy between Bottom Line Per Student 
Fiscal Year 1997 and Fiscal Year 1998 



Variable 


Number 
Of Cases 


Mean 

Discrepancy 


SD of 

Discrepancy 


Standard 

Error 


t 


Prob > |t| 


BLPSTU 


79 


8.77 


16.37 


1.84 


4.76 


0.0001 



During fiscal year 1997, 28 South Carolina public school district food 



services programs participated in a food purchasing cooperative referred to as 
The South Carolina Food Service Alliance. Food services programs managed by 
food service management companies did not belong to The Alliance. 
Consequently, three groups of districts were considered in evaluating Hypothesis 
10: Alliance members, non-Alliance members, and FSMC districts. Table 4-12 
contains summary data for each of these groups based upon BLPSTU for fiscal 
year 1997. Table 4-13 contains the same information for fiscal year 1998. The 
inferential information for hypothesis evaluation is contained in Table 4-14. 



Table 4-12 

Summary Data for Fiscal Year 1997 o f BLPSTU 

for Alliance. non-Alliance. and FSMC Food Service Programs 



District 

Type 


Number of 
Cases 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


Standard 

Error 


Alliance 


53 


9.3 


22.3 


3.1 


Non-Alliance 


28 


11 J 1 


23.7 1 


4.5 


FSMC 


10 


-5.0 


19.3 


6.1 



ERIC 
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Table 4-13 

Summary Data for Fiscal Year 199 8 of BLPSTU 

for Alliance. non-Alliance. and FSMC Food Service Programs 



District 

Type 


Number of 
Cases 


Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


Standard 

Error 


Alliance 


52 


17.3 


23.4H 


3.3 


Non-Alliance 


21 


27.0 


23.7 


5.2 


FSMC 


9 


6.5 


12.1 


4.0 



Table 4-14 

Comparison bv Group 
Programs on BLPSTU 



of Alliance. non-Alliance. and FSMC Food Service 



District Type 


FY '97 


FY '98 


t 


Prob < |t| 


T 


Prob < |t| 


Alliance vs non-Alliance 


0.44 


0.660 


1.58 


0.1200 


Alliance vs FSMC 


-2.09 


0.056 


-2.09 


0.0500 


Non-Alliance vs FSMC 


-2.21 


0.040 


-3.11 


0.0045 



J 
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The following conclusions concerning the hypotheses were drawn based 
upon the preceding data using a probability level for significance of 0.05. 

Table 4-15 

Conclusions Concerning Hypotheses 



Hypothesis 


FY *97 Data 


FY '98 Data 


Combined Data 


Hypothesis 1 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 2 


Not Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 3 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 4 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 5 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 6 


Not Supported 


Not Supported 




Hypothesis 7 


Not Supported 


Not Supported 




Hypothesis 8 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 9 




mmsmmmm 


Not Supported 


Hypothesis 1 0 


Supported 


Supported 




Hypothesis 1 1 


Not Supported 


Not Supported 


m 
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Analysis of Data 



The finding that Hypothesis 1 was supported by both the fiscal year 1997 
data (p=0.6127) and the fiscal year 1998 data (p=0.4373) was unexpected and 
somewhat surprising. The lack of a strong relationship between Free and 
Reduced Lunch Percentage and fiscal efficiency as measured by the proxy 
Bottom Line Per Student is further illustrated by the scatterplots in Chart 1 and 
Chart 2. These charts plot the Bottom Line Per Student against the Free and 
Reduced Lunch Percentages for fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 
respectively. Total revenue for each free lunch served (federal reimbursement 
plus commodity assistance) was $1 .9825 for fiscal year 1997. Districts with over 
60 percent of their students who qualified for free and reduced price lunch 
received an additional $0,195 Severe Need Supplement for each meal served. 
Total revenue for each free lunch served increased to $2.04 for fiscal year 1998 
with a Severe Need Supplement of $0.20. Total revenue per reduced lunch 
served was identical to free lunch because the difference in federal 
reimbursement was the same for free or reduced lunch when the part paid by the 
reduced lunch student was included. The total revenue for each full-pay lunch 
served varies with each districts lunch pricing, but, based upon a typical student 
paid lunch price, the reimbursement was $1.5725 for fiscal year 1997 and $1.58 
for fiscal year 1998. One would expect that because total revenue for each 
free/reduced price lunch exceeded the total revenue for each full paid lunch by 
over $0.40 that the Bottom Line Per Student would have been elevated for 
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Chart 1 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FY *97 
Bottom Line Per Student vs F/R Lunch 
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Percentage of Students on Free or Reduced Lunch 

FY '97 Data From Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 




Chart 2 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FY '98 
Bottom Line Per Student vs F/R Lunch 
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Percentage of Students on Free or Reduced Lunch 

FY *98 Data from Audit Reports 
Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 
With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 
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districts with high free/reduced lunch percentages. This increase did not occur 
because the increased revenue was diverted into capital outlay. Table 4-1 and 
Table 4-2, show the correlation between FR (Free and Reduced Lunch 
Percentage) and COPCT (Percentage of Revenue Devoted to Capital Outlay) is 
significant at the 0.02 probability level for fiscal year 1997 and significant at the 

0.05 probability level for fiscal year 1 998. 

Hypothesis 2 which considers the impact of special sales to students as a 
percentage of total sales to students upon Bottom Line Per Student was not 
supported by fiscal year 1997 data but was supported by fiscal year 1998 data at 
the 0.05 probability level. Worth noting is the fact that the actual probability level 
was p=0.0161 for fiscal year 1997 and p=0.0569 for fiscal year 1998. Fiscal year 
1997 was highly significant and fiscal year 1998 barely missed significance at the 
0.05 probability level. The correlation between Special Sales and Bottom Line 
Per Student is shown to be highly significant (r=0.3031 and p=0.0056) in Table 4- 
4. Colinearity with other variables in the model was sufficient to parcel out some 
of the variability that otherwise would have been attributable to Special Sales. In 
fact, simply leaving BADP (Breakfast Average Daily Participation, p=0.7164) out 
of the model would have made Special Sales significant at the 0.05 probability 
level. Chart 3 and Chart 4 clearly show the impact of Special Sales upon Bottom 
Line Per Student. 

Hypothesis 3, Hypothesis 4, and Hypothesis 5 were supported by both 
year's data. Hypotheses 3 and 4 addressed the impact of Lunch Average Daily 
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Chart 3 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FY '97 

Bottom Line per Student vs Special Sales Percentage 
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Special Student Sales as Percentage of Total Student Sales 

FY *97 Data From Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 
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Chart 4 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FY '98 

Bottom Line per Student vs Special Sales Percentage 




Special Student Sales as Percentage of Total Student Sales 

FY *98 Data from Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 
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Participation and Breakfast Average Daily Participation respectively upon Bottom 
Line Per Student. The fact that neither of these variables even approached 
significance in the model for either fiscal year 1997 or fiscal year 1998 does not 
diminish the importance of these variables. Lunch Average Daily Participation 
had a strong negative correlation with Special Sales Percentage (r=-0.32532, p- 
0.0001 for fiscal year 1997 and r=-0.27092, r=0.0001 for fiscal year 1998). This 
relationship is shown in Charts 5 and 6. Both were highly correlated to Free and 
Reduced Lunch Percentage (p=0.0001) for both variables for both fiscal year 
1997 and fiscal year 1998. This result implies that they are also highly colinear 
with Capital Outlay Percentage. Their colinearity within Capital Outlay 
Percentage in turn substantially reduced Bottom Line Per Student such that no 
significant relationship could be found between either of these variables and 
Bottom Line Per Student. Hypothesis 5, Average Size of Schools, approached 
but never achieved significance at the 0.05 level (p=0.0799 for FY 97 and 
p=0.0851 for fiscal year 1998). Average Size of Schools was highly negatively 
correlated with Percentage of Revenue from Federal Sources, Lunch Average 
Daily Participation, and Breakfast Average Daily Participation. 

Hypothesis 6 was not supported by either fiscal year 1997 or fiscal year 
1998 data (p=0.0063 and p=0.0040 respectively). Charts 7 and 8 show the 
distribution of districts by Percentage of Revenue Devoted to Salary and Bottom 
Line Per Student. Red circles indicate food service management company 
managed food service programs and blue circles indicate district managed 
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Chart 5 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FT97 
Lunch Participation vs Special Sales 




FY*97 Data From Audit Reports 
Includes all 91 Districts 



Chart 6 



South Carolina Public School Districts 
Food Services - - FT98 
Lunch Participation vs Special Sales 
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Chart 7 



SC Public School Districts Food Service 
FSMC vs District Managed - - FY '97 
Bottom Line per Student by Percent of Revenue for Salary 




FY *97 Data From Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 
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SC Public School Districts Food Service 
FSMC vs District Managed - - FY'98 
Bottom Line per Student by Percent of Revenue for Salary 
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programs. Note that only one FSMC program fell above the blue regression or 
prediction line for all districts each year. There was one additional FSMC district 
on this line for fiscal year 1997. The contrast became even more striking when 
separate regression lines were provided for district managed (blue) and FSMC 
managed (red) programs in Charts 9 and 10. Worth noting are the vastly 
different slopes of the prediction lines. Percentage of Revenue Devoted to 
Salary made little or no difference to FSMC managed programs but made a 
dramatic difference to district managed programs. 

Hypothesis 7, which addressed the impact of the Percentage of Revenues 
Devoted to Capital Outlay (COPCT), was not supported by either fiscal year 1997 
or fiscal year 1998 data. The percentage of revenues devoted to capital outlay 
was so tightly correlated with Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch that the 
reduction in Bottom Line Per Student resulting from capital outlay expenditures 
eliminated Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch as a significant predictor for 
Bottom Line Per Student. 

Hypothesis 8, which considered the impact of the Percentage of Revenue 
from Federal Sources, was supported by both years’ data. However, Hypothesis 
8 was also tightly correlated to Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch and to 
Percentage of Revenue Devoted to Capital Outlay. Therefore, Hypothesis 8 
failed as a significant predictor of Bottom Line Per Student exactly in the same 
manner as Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch. 



Chart 9 



SC Public School Districts Food Service 
FSMC vs District Managed - - FY '97 
Bottom Line per Student by Percent of Revenue for Salary 
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FY *97 Data From Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded 



Chart 10 



SC Public School Districts Food Service 
FSMC vs District Managed - - FY '98 
Bottom Line per Student by Percent of Revenue for Salary 





FY *98 Data from Audit Reports 

Bottom Line refers to Revenues Less Expenditures 

With Fringe and Transfers Excluded . 
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Menu Patterns were significantly different in fiscal year 1997 from fiscal 
year 1998. The availability of a state approved traditional meal pattern in fiscal 
year 1998 resulted in a substantially elevated Bottom Line Per Student. 
Hypothesis 9 was not supported by the data in Table 4-11 (p=0.0001). Patterns 
changed very little from one year to the next. However, Bottom Line Per Student 
improved dramatically, by approximately $8.77 per student. 

Hypothesis 10 was supported. Those non-FSMC districts belonging to the 
Alliance, a purchasing cooperative for district food service programs, showed no 
significant difference in Bottom Line Per Student from non-FSMC districts not 
belonging to the Alliance. However the data may not have reflected actual cost 
reductions made possible by the Alliance. Most Alliance member districts tended 
to be small and relatively poor districts where food service programs were under 
great pressure to carry their own weight. By contrast non-Alliance non-FSMC 
districts tended to be larger and more affluent districts with individual purchasing 
power rivaling that of the Alliance. 

Hypothesis 1 1 was not supported by either fiscal year 1997 or fiscal year 
1998 data. During both years, district managed food service programs tended to 
have a significantly greater Bottom Line Per Student than did FSMC managed 
food service programs. Despite the lower bottom line, FSMC's also paid out 
much less in salary than did district managed programs. This is shown in both 
Table 4-3 (r=-0.6197, p=0.0001) and Table 4-4 (r=-0.7413, p=0.0001). When 
considered independently of district managed programs, Bottom Line Per 
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Student does not seem to be impacted for FSMC's by the Percentage of 
Revenue Devoted to Salary. Worth noting are the different slopes of the 
regression lines in Charts 9 and 10. While not significant at the 0.05 level, the 
correlation between MGT (FSMC=1, Districts) and Percentage of Revenues 
Devoted to Capital Outlay was negative both years. This means that FSMC's 
tended to invest less in capital outlay than did district managed programs. Also 
interesting is the fact that Table 4-6 and Table 4-8, which consider only FSMC's, 
both showed no significant correlations between Bottom Line Per Student, the 
measure of fiscal efficiency used in this study, and any of the other variables of 
this study. By contrast, district managed food service operations showed strong 
correlations between Bottom Line Per Student and Special Sales to Students, 
percent of Revenue Devoted to Salary, and Percentage of Revenue Devoted to 
Capital Outlay. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions 

In order to participate in the National School Lunch and School Breakfast 
Programs, public school food service programs must be operated as nonprofit 
enterprises. School districts can claim indirect cost at a predetermined rate 
approved by the federal government and state governments. Excess funds 
generated through food service programs that are not claimed through indirect 
cost may be spent on needs within the food service program, or the funds can be 
used to reduce the per meal cost charged to students. Food service programs 
may not accumulate a fund balance that exceeds three months of operating 
costs. 

This study found that most districts with higher than average numbers of 
students qualifying for free and reduced price lunch tend to spend more money 
on capital outlay than do districts with less than average numbers of students 
qualifying for free and reduced price lunch. Also highly correlated to the 
percentage of students who qualified for free and reduced price lunches was the 
percent of students who ate lunch and breakfast each day at school. 
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These findings were not surprising and confirmed what many school food 
service experts have recognized. The larger the percentage is of students who 
qualify for free and reduced price lunch and breakfast, the greater the potential is 
to increase revenue within the food service program because federal 
reimbursement rates increase. The total revenue received from full pay lunches 
varies with the price districts charge for full pay lunches, but the study found that 
the typical reimbursement rate, including the amount paid by the student, for full 
pay students was $1 .5725 for fiscal year 1997 and $1 .58 for fiscal year 1998. At 
the same time, the federal reimbursement rate for free and reduced meals was 
over 40 cents more per meal when compared to full pay lunches (See page 53 of 
study). However, the additional revenue produced must be offset through 
additional expenditures or through cheaper lunch prices for students, since 
school districts may not make a profit from the food service program. 

The school districts that serve a student population with very few students 
who qualify for free and reduced price lunches recieve federal reimbursements 
that are not as great as for programs that serve larger percentages of students 
who qualify for free and reduced price lunches. To compensate, these districts 
must charge higher prices for full pay meals or look to alternative sources to 
makeup the differences. 

One way to compensate for the difference in federal revenue is through 
increased special sales. The study found that the amount of revenue generated 
through special sales significantly changed districts’ Bottom Line per Student. 
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Special sales may be composed of individual items sold in a school cafeteria that 
are not included as a part of the reimbursable meal or of additional servings of 
individual food items (Ala carte) that were offered to make a reimbursable meal. 
Special sales in school cafeterias are capable of generating significant amounts 
of additional revenue because their sale price usually is not controlled. In most 
school districts, reimbursable school lunch and breakfast prices are kept low to 
encourage children to participate in the program, but special sale items are 
priced higher, since they only supplement the regular meal program. 

Also important to special sales is how school districts elect to operate 
school canteens. The South Carolina State Department of Education, Office of 
School Food Services policy regarding school canteens follows federal 
guidelines suggesting that canteens be closed during schools’ meal serving 
hours and not located in the area where meals are served. The Office of School 
Food Services also suggest that if canteens are operated, that they be operated 
by the school food service program (See Competitive Food Policy in Appendix). 

Many school districts follow the recommendation of the Office of School 
Food Services and operate their canteens through the school food service 
program. This practice eliminates competition to the food service program from 
canteens and increases revenues for the program. These revenues are 
significant, particularly in high schools and middle schools. Profits from school 
canteens in large high schools often are as much as $100,000 or more in a 
single school year. 
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Many South Carolina school districts have a long-standing practice of 
keeping canteens separated from the school food service program and allowing 
them to be open in the high schools and middle schools when meals are being 
served. This direct competition to the food service program does have an impact 
on the efficiency of the operation as was shown by the study. 

The study found that average daily participation in lunch and breakfast 
programs was highly correlated to the percent of students who qualified for free 
and reduced meals in school districts. The study also found that average daily 
participation was not significantly correlated to the Bottom Line per Student and 
negatively correlated to Percent of Special Sales. However, the percent of 
students who qualified for free and reduced price meals was highly correlated to 
the amount of money spent on capital outlay. These relationships point to strong 
colinearity (See Charts 5 and 6). One can conclude from the colinearity that both 
high participation and special sales are important in improving Bottom Line per 
Student, and that these facts behoove school districts to concentrate on both 
factors to achieve the most efficient relationship possible. 

Many factors determine the size of schools in school districts, but 
efficiency of school food service operations is probably not a factor that is often 
considered. This study examined school size and found that it was not a 
significant factor. School size, however, was high negatively correlated to the 
percent of federal revenue received and average daily participation. This means 
that larger schools probably tend to have fewer students who qualify for free and 
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reduced price lunches and fewer students who eat school prepared meals. More 
study may be necessary to give an exact answer as to the reasons for these 
results, but one could easily conclude that the answer is probably related to 
demographics. Schools located in the more affluent suburban areas of South 
Carolina tend be relatively large schools while inter-city schools and rural schools 

in South Carolina tend to be smaller schools. 

As one would expect, the percent of revenue devoted to pay salaries was 
highly related to the Bottom Line per Student for self-operated programs. 
Therefore, salaries paid to foodservice workers and labor hours per meal must 
be monitored very closely in order for a program to improve efficiency. 

For food service management company operated programs, the results 
were different. The study produced no significant relationship between Bottom 
Line per Student and percent of revenue devoted to salary. When scatterplot 
charts were examined, only one food service management company operated 
program fell above the regression line. In fact, most food service management 
company operated programs not only fell below the regression line, they also 
devoted much less revenue to salary than did the self-operated programs, the 
reverse of what would be expected. One would assume that with less money 
devoted to salary the management company operated programs generally would 
appear above the regression line. Yet only one program achieved that position 
and one other management operated program appeared on the regression line. 
The most likely explanation for this is that revenue not going to salaries for 
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management company operated programs was taken up in the management 
fees charged by the companies, which would tend to flatten the Bottom Line per 

Student for management company operated programs. 

Percent of revenue devoted to capital outlay was highly correlated to 
Bottom Line per Student in this study. Therefore, one could conclude that 
districts that spend significant amounts of money from their food service program 
on capital outlay generally operate very efficient programs. However, care must 
be taken not to make such generalizations. Some districts that spent very little 
money on capital outlay may have made a conscious decision to instead reduce 
revenue by charging students less for meals and not spending money for capital 
outlay, making do with older equipment. Regardless, what we do know is that 
food service programs that sen/e student populations with a high percentage of 
students who qualify for free and reduced price lunches collect more federal 
revenue, have higher average daily participation, and therefore more money. 

From a review of the literature it was determined that South Carolina had 
not approved the Traditional Meal pattern for fiscal year 1996-97. Food service 
programs had to choose among the Enhanced Food Based pattern, NuMenus 
pattern, or the Assisted NuMenus pattern. Two of these patterns, the NuMenus 
pattern and the Assisted NuMenus pattern required food managers to complete a 
nutritional analysis of each meal prepared to ensure that the meals would meet 
the federal government’s minimum nutritional requirements. While these meal 
patterns opened the way for food managers to serve smaller meal portions to 
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students and still meet the nutritional guidelines, the analyses that were required 
to determine the nutritional value of each meal were complicated and could not 
be done easily. Sophisticated equipment and/or computer software was needed 
to complete the analyses. The only other meal pattern available was the 
Enhanced Food Based pattern that required significantly more bread to be 
served and was, therefore, more expensive (See Appendix for menu guides). 

South Carolina changed this requirement for fiscal year 1997-98 and once 
again included the Traditional Meal pattern as an approved option. Therefore, 
school food service programs were able to choose a pattern that did not require 
as much bread as the Enhanced Food Base pattern without having to choose 
one of the NuMenus. 

This study examined the two years based on menu patterns and found the 
difference to be significant. Bottom Line per Student improved by $8.77 per 

student in 1997-98 as compared to 1996-97. 

The last part of the study was devoted to a comparison of food 
management company operated programs with self-operated programs to 
determine if there was a difference in Bottom Line per Student. The data showed 
that as a whole self-managed programs were much more likely to have a better 
Bottom Line per Student than food management company operated programs 
even though food management company operated programs generally paid out 
less in salary. In addition, food management company operated programs were 



likely to spend less money on capital outlay and to have a lower percentage of 
student participation. 

These findings were not inconsistent with findings from the literature 
review. The GAO study, which was a national survey that was completed in 
1996, found that generally, food management company operated programs were 
likely to have lower participation than self-operated programs. However, the 
GAO study also noted that when food management companies took over poorly 
performing programs the management companies usually improved performance 
of the program and participation. Student participation was found on average to 
be about 49 percent for management company operated programs as compared 
to about 65 percent for self-operated programs (GAO, 1996, pp.3-5). 

Rfirommendations 

Based on this study the following recommendations are being made to 
improve the fiscal efficiency of the program: 

1 . Food service programs should offer special sales items to students in the high 
school and middle school programs. This study found that special sales are 
highly correlated to Bottom Line per Student. The special sales program 
should continue to be expanded as appropriate to complement the regular 



meal program. 



2. The amount of money spent on salaries is very important and must be 
monitored carefully. The study showed that programs managed by food 
service management companies tended to spend less money on salaries 
than did self-managed programs. District managed food service programs 
must maintain a competitive salary schedule, but must take care to insure 
that meals per labor hour are at or above the state’s average. While no data 
are available for average meals per labor hour for public schools in South 
Carolina, such data are available from the study of the literature (Pannell, 
1994). Based on limited available data for the first half of school year 1998- 
99, some schools are achieving the meals per labor hour recommended by 
Pannell, but most are not. Districts should determine means per labor hour 
for each school and take appropriate steps to improve meals per labor hour at 
the low achieving schools. 

3. While average daily participation was not highly correlated to Bottom Line per 
Student, the district food service programs should continue to work to improve 
participation. Most districts have noted significant progress in the last several 
years but more improvement is still needed. Districts should carefully study 
exemplary programs known for high participation rates and implement their 
best practices. 

4. Food service programs in districts with a low percentage of students who 
qualify for free and reduced price meals are at a definite disadvantage 
because federal reimbursements are less than for school districts with high 
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percentages of students who qualify for free and reduced meals. This 
difference in federal reimbursements may necessitate pricing full pay meals at 
a price somewhat above the state average for full pay meals. Care must be 
taken to balance the need for revenue against the price of full pay meals. 

5. This study confirmed that when school districts allow school canteens to be 
operated by the food service program those revenues directly benefit the 
operation and are reflected in the Bottom Line per Student. Those districts 
with a long history of allowing school principals to operate school canteens in 
competition with the food service program must recognize that the operation 
of these canteens does decrease the efficiency of the food service program 
even though profits from these canteen operations are spent directly on 
programs for the students as is required by the federal lunch program. 

6. Studies have shown that food service management companies generally are 
able to improve programs that are operating very poorly, but tend to perform 
overall no better than self-operated programs. Every school district operated 
food service program has potential for improvement, but most do not have 
problems to the extent that would warrant intervention by a food service 
management company. Districts considering changing to a food service 
management company managed program should carefully consider current 
employee relations, the extent to which the existing program meets student 
and community quality expectations and the potential for growth toward 
meeting the financial goals of the program. If the food service program is not 
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broken, do not attempt to fix it. If it is broken and can be adequately repaired, 
do so. If it is broken and cannnot be repaired, replace it with a food service 
management company. However, changing from a district managed food 
service program to a food service management operated program should 



always be a last resort. 
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School Lunch, Breakfast and Food Distribution Agreements 
The School Lunch, Breakfast and Food Distribution Agreements are legal contracts between the South Carolina 
State Department of Education and each school district participating in the progra ms. Its provisions are identical to 
the provisions of the contract between the South Carolina State Department of Education and the United States 
Department of Agriculture. (See pages 2.6, 2.8 and 2.10) 

Under the terms of the agreements, each school district agrees to: 
v serve a lunch and/or breakfast that meets meal requirements: 

maintain proper sanitation and health standards in conformance with all applicable state and local laws: 
comply with record keeping requirements: 

*:* provide free and reduced-price meals to eligible children; 

provide meals to all children without regard to race, color, gender, religion, disability, age or national origin; 
comply with financial requirements and provisions; 
v accept and use commodities; and 
*:* operate the program on a nonprofit basis. 

The district must keep a copy of each agreement on file. To extend the agreements each school district must 
complete a renewal or new agreements at the beginning of each school year. 
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1 lo .{(ectuate the purpose of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.-1 751-1 960). and the Regulations for the National School Lunch Program issued 

Lde" The South Carolina Department of Education, hereinafter referred to as the -Department, and District ° 

* ' County, whose address Is w y 



. V Hp|JUU«auui »/ ~ iv- -7 .. { O 1 : - . 



SOUTH CAROLINA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM AGREEMENT 



uouniy, wnuse «>uuicw — — - — — — : ; ^~T. 

State of South Carolina, hereinafter referred to as the -District,’ covenant and agree as follows: 



zPARTMENT AGREES THAT: 

•extent of funds available, the Department shall reimburse the District in connection with the cost of providing lunches in the schools listed on the attached 
"‘tilion in the fiscal year during which this Agreement is in effecL 

^STRICT AGREES THAT: 

Supervise School Lunch operations in the schools listed in the Application and will require each school to: 

Leo or cause to be kepL up-tcndate. accurate and full records of all operations under the School Lunch Program as prescribed by the Department 
' nH mT^ies of all records will be kept by the school and will be available for inspection by property authonzed persons at any reasonable hour of 
day. Record i Tlill be maintained for a period of three years afier the end of the fiscal year to which they pertain or until resolution It audit findings 

ire not resolved. 

LJ Suoolv lunches free or at reduced price to children who are determined by the local school authorities to be unable to pay the full price That no physical 
Segregation or other discrimination against any child will be made by the school because of th.s mabil.ty to pay the full pnce of the lunch. 

Ipomply fully with the policy for free and reduced-price meals as approved by the Department. 

■Operate a non-profit lunch program for the benefit of children, and ensure that all funds accruing from the operation of the program will be usee lin the 
ESS program. Operating balance will be limited to a level consistentwilh program needs; and upon request by the Department the District 

i:||vi!l explain the need for a higher level. 

.Accept and use in quantities as can be effectively utilized the commodities donated by U.S.DA. and that such commodities will be used exclusively 
[far the School Lunch Program, and further that such commodifies will not be sold, exchanged, or hoarded. 

Price the school lunch as a uniL 

(Maintain adequate facilities for storing, preparing, and serving food, and to ensure proper sanitation and health standards conforming to laws and 
^regulations by the South Carolina State Department of Health and Environmental Control. 

Serve lunches which meet the requirements fora school lunch as prescribed by the U.S.DA. during a period designated as the lunch period by the school. 
|The proceeds from the sale of extra food items will accrue to the School Food Service account. 

jjpian and implement a program of student and parent involvement in the School Lunch Program. All activities will be fully documented, 
jj. Comply with the rules and regulations promulgated by the United States Department of Agriculture governing the sale of competitive foods. 
lAssure that income shall be used only for authorized purposes. 

Claim reimbursement a. the assigned rates only for reimbursable free, reduced price and Patches served to eligible cMi^nd establish a system 
"far obtaining on a daily basis an accurate count of lunches served by category, e.g.. Free-Reduced-Paid at the point of service. 

‘Require lunches for teachers and alt adults other than local cafeteria employees be paid for by the individual or from sources other than School Food 
-- Service Program funds. The minimum charge for each adult lunch will be that established by the DepartmenL 

f Icomply with Section210.19a Procurement Standardsin establishing procedures for the procurement of supplies. Including food, equipment, and other 
; {» services with program funds. 

Require school food service employees to attend professional Improvement meetings called by the County and District school food service supervisors. 

Complete claims review process and submit reports and claims for reimbursement in accordance with procedures established by the DepartmenL Agree 
iil that the school district official signing the claim is responsible for reviewing and analyzing meal counts to ensure accuracy. 

^Acknowledge that failure to submit accurate claims will result in the recovery of an overclaim and may result in the withholding of payments, suspension 
I’ I. and that if failure to submit accurate claims reflects embezzlement, willful misapplication of funds, theft, or fraudulent 

; ‘activity, the penalties specified in Part 210.5 of the regulations shall apply. 
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Application/ Agreements/ policy Kenewai 



^heDistrict hereby agrees that It will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Acts of 1 964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.). TitleX of the 

of 1972 (20 U S C 1681 et seq.). Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794). the Age D.scnmmat.on Act of 1975 <42 U.S.C. 6101 
e seq V all provisions required by the implementing regulations of the Department of Agriculture; Department of Justice Enforcement Guidelines. 28 
TFR 503 and 42' and FNS directive sand guidelines, to the efTect that, no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, national ong.n, sex age or hand.cap 
hJ excluded from participation in. be denied benefits of. or otherwise be subject to discrimination under any program or activity for which the program 
applicant receives federal financial assistance from FNS; and hereby gives assurance that it will immediately take measures necessary to effectuate 

^Srlis assurance, the program applicant agrees to compile data, maintain records and submit reports, as required, to permit effective 
enforcement of the nondiscrimination laws and permit authorized USDA personnel dunng normal working hours to review such records books and 
amounts as needed to ascertain compliance with the nondiscrimination laws. If there are any violations of this assurance, the Department of AgncuUure 
F^od and Consumer Service, shall have the right to seek judicial enforcement of this assurance. This assurance is binding on the program applicant 
and its successors, transferees and assignees, as long as they receive assistance or retain possession of any assistance from the Department The 
person or persons whose signatures appear below are authorized to sign this assurance on behalf of the program applicant 



1 . 

2 . 

3. 

4. 



THE DEPARTMENT AND THE DISTRICT MUTUALLY AGREE THAT: 

The Application listing of schools (feeding sites) approved by the Department, shall be part of this Agreement 

Schools may be added or deleted from the Application as need arises, and the references herein to the Agreement shall be deemed to include such 
schedule as supplemented and amended. 

The Department shall promptly notify the District of any changes in the minimum lunch requirement or the assigned rate of reimbursement 

This Agreement may be terminated upon ten (1 0) days written notice on the part of either party hereto, and the Department may terminate this Agreement 
immediately after receipt of evidence that the terms and conditions of the Agreement have not been fully complied with by the DistncL 



(District Superintendent) 



(Date) 

FOR STATE OFFICE USE ONLY 
APPROVED: 



(Director, Office of School Food Services) 



(Date) 

i 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 






■ ❖ AppHC a VP!y^ .• • \-*vy - • 

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE DEPARTMENT _OF _|°^ T 




JtE DEPARTMENT AGREES THAT: connection with the cost o( providing meals tor the school breakfast 

fHE DISTRICT AGREES THAT: ^ ^ ^ require each school to: 

* k nl Breakfast operations in the schoo s is oneration of the program will be used 

l"'" rr :r - — - - 

S period by the school. 

4 , orire the school breakfast as a uniL a uthorities to be unable to pay the full price. That no 

I ' 

iffi breakfast. roved by the Department. 

is comply fully With the policy for free and reduced price meals as approv ^ e#gW , children and to establish a system for 

B • a rotp^ nnlv for those reimbursable school Reduced-Paid at the point of service. 

1 6 Claim reimbursement Sunt o b e a S, # ts served by category, e.g.. Free-Reduce 

1 6 - obtaining on a daily basis an accurate cou , estab „ sh ed by the Department 

1 • Submit reports and claims for reimbursement m aceo ancewr ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ h e a ,th standards conforming with laws 

J| 10 - other^services with program funds. ^ and relain such records , 0 r a period of three years after end of the fiscal year to which 

^ 11. MaintainTull ^^^^g^J^^^aiTdit^mtfing^riave^t^®' 60 resolved. 

■jj‘f Ihey pertain, or until re competitive foods. 

ttJ , .. lhpU c nA governing the sale oi whip 

If ~ 

' MW I. — - ■« W - - 

Foodservice Program funds. The minimum a ^ iWJttUAJX ^ « 81 * 
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?oTs?rP^ f 1964 (A2 USC 2000d et seq.). Title IX of the 

Food Service ^ of (he civi , Rights Acts * Vc 794) the Age Discrimination 

The program applicant hereby agrees that * jj> } Section 50 4 of the Rehabilitation Act oil A g ri i,lture; Department of 

Education Amendments of 1972 (2° U -S- • requ ired by the implementing regula person shall, on the grounds o 

» . ^1075 (42 USC. 6101 et seq.); all provis.onsrequ r direcUv e sand guidelines . to the eneciuiau ^ be sub ; ec t to discnminat.on 
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^PP , f cai)on / M & r 5emeni^roucy Kenewai *> ■ 



S*THE DEPARTMENT AND THE DISTRICT MUTUALLY AGREE THAT: 

i ‘The Applicalion listing of schools (feeding sites) approved by the Department, shall be part of this Agreement 

j—Schools may be added or deleted from the Application as need arises, and the references herein to the Agreement shall be deemed to include 
j such schedule as supplemented and amended. 

C..j 

' The Department shall promptly notify the District of any changes in the minimum breakfast requirement or the assigned rate of reimbursement. 

* this Agreement may be terminated upon ten (10) days written notice on the part of either party hereto, and the Department may terminate this 
L ^Agreement immediately after receipt of evidence that the terms and conditions of the Agreement have not been fully complied with by the District 



(District Superintendent) 



(Date) 



FOR STATE OFFICE USE ONLY 



APPROVED: 



(Director, Office of School Food Services) 



(Date) 
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I SOUTH CAROLINA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

FOOD DISTRIBUTION AGREEMENT 

\ agreement between distributing agency and recipient agency for commodities 

[. D0NA 1 £D by THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

-'jpient Agency named below hereby makes application for commodities donated by the United States Department of Agriculture to the 
ing Agency named below: 

-ipient Agency hereby agrees to the following terms and conditions: 

Lodif.es will be distributed only in quantities which can and will be equitably distributed, properly stored, and fully utilized by eligible 
bol(s) as listed on the Application for Participation. 

Tnmodities received under thi^agreementwlldtetr^ 6 Unde^ no^rcumstances wiH the^nfted Sta^M D^^rt^ 

niosed of without prior written approval °^ Q e Q ^ the Recipient Agency may transfer such surplus to another 

jimodities be sold or traded. In ® d|t n and wi || be utilized Transfer documentation will be maintained by the RecipientAgency. 

-Lies for the handling, storage, and distribution of commodities shall be such as to properly safeguard against theft, spoilage, and other 

r-ipient Agencies will pay Commercial Distributors, under contract with the Distributing Agency, a fee to cover receiving, storage and delivery 
^£lSDA donated foods. 

fLrate records pertaining to the receipt and Use of commodities will be kept for a period of three years and reports furnished tP JM 
^Cributing A gpnnv as required. As a minimum, these records will consist of. 

a record of ah commoditiTs received, issued, or transferred including date and quantity; 

an accounting of funds received ^" 'handling and distribution of commodities. Representatives of the 

DfefribuUng A^Land ^United States Department of Agriculture are authorized to inspect and audit such books and records at any 
reasonable time to insure compliance with the above conditions. 

' . . . ... . _ r |„ HietrihntPQ or uses anv donated commodity, or causes loss of or damage to a donated commodity through 

le Recipient Agency improperly handling it shall pay to the Distributing Agency a sum equal to the value of the lost commodities, 

ailure to provide proper storage all donated fold losses valued at $100.00 or more. At its option, the 

^ Recipient Agency agrees ^ «port to U* 2L commodity Upon the happening of any event creating a claim in favor 

loss Of. or damage & a donated commodity, the Recipient 

sncy shall lake action necessary to obtain restitution. 
jL accruing Irdnvtha sal. ol containers. salvage £££ iSSSt 

teS'lti^lSd SXiSuJe'SSSs, II excess lends accumulate, such lends shall be used to reduce distribution charges, 
purchase additional foods or paid to the Distributing Agency. 

cipient Agencies shall Investigate promptly complaints received in connection with the use of commodities and shall notify the Distributing 
*ncy immediately of any complaint received. 

stributing Agency to record final disposition of such Inventories. 
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(Name of Recipient Agency) 



(Address of Recipient Agency) 



j_ 

: | (Signature of Authorized Representative) (Title) 



(Date) 



FOR STATE OFFICE USE ONLY 



> .ved and certified for period of July 1, 1997 to June 30, 1998 
raved by: 



tion Associate, Food Distribution Section 
£%tate Department of Education, Office of Food Services 



Date 
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❖Menu Requirements 



School Meals Initiative for Healthy .... underscores our national health responsibility to provide 

j^irh= 

goals, and the Dietary Guidelines for Americans found in Section 14. 



He ^ncept°o ”h«ly school meal encompasses more than fust meeting the Dietary Guidelines fo, Americans. 
It also means considering the following additional goals whenever possible. 



Goafs: 

i Incoroorate culinary principles of taste and presentation. 

Focus on customers served, incorporating regional, cultural, ethnic and other preferences. 

provide sefe maals for children. 

Make meals * ptovldln g , earning laboratory- for healthy food choices. 

Assist in^increasing appreciation of food origins, cultural food history, variety of foods and relationship 

to environment and agriculture. 

7 Support and teach the principles of the ‘social meal.' 

8 Provide education in the preparation and service of healthy, economical meals. 

Q Serve in an encouraging environment with adequate time for meal service. 

10 Link with a school nutrition policy promoting healthy food choices throughout the schoo . 



2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 



Implementing a Menu Planning System Enha nced Food Based Menus. Traditional Food Based 

R \he choice of which system to use Is “ P “ ea ^ challenges OTd 

improving the^ealth of Americso children. Ser*ng healthier meals Is a major step toward achieving 

that objective. 



Meet Nutrition Goals 

The objective of all four menu planning systems is to meet 

Children's nutrition goals: 

• Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) 



the following USDA School Meals Initiative for Healthy 



1/A RDA for Breakfast 
1/3 RDA for Lunch 

• Calorie Goals— Age appropriate 

• Dietary Guidelines for Americans-Balanced nutrient content 
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1 „i = nnino evstems-Enhanced Food Based Menus, Traditional 

1 The Nutrient Standards that are srttwt ® °^™ s _ ar P e based on lhe required level of calories, nutrients and 
Food Based Menus, NuMenus and Assisted specific age or grade group. Planned and offered 

dietary components; and by weight. ngandaverag.g Nutr ient Standard of the age or grade group for 



Lories and Nutrients In the Nutrient Standards 

! Standards are set for. 

• Calories 

• 30 percent or less calories from fat 
7 • L ess than 10 percent calories from saturated fat 

f • Protein 

• Calcium 

ir» 

5 • Iron 

I • Vitamin A 

• Vitamin C 



1 Other nutrients and dietary components ^^^^g^J^^^^h^musf^'lnduded^^Uie'an^ysis 

Guidelines to determine whether. 

• The carbohydrate level is going up. 

• Cholesterol and sodium levels are going down. 

• The dietary fiber level is going up. 



Hr "«n^St s^«a •«» 



r,i 



£ ji i 


Lunch required grade groups 




Breakfast required grade groups 


■! * i? i 

w 

rrv ■ 


Preschool 
Grades K-6 
Grades 7-12 




Preschool 
Grades K-12 

Plus optional standard for grades 7-12 


■rpi 

r 


Plus optional standard for grades K-3 
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Menu Requirements v 



Required Minimum Ca.orie and Nutrient Levels (or Enhanced Food Based. Traditional Food Based and NuU.ent Ana.y 
Requireo rw Systems (or SCHOOL LUNCHES by Grade Levels (School Week Averages) 


'sis Menu Planning 




Minimum Requirements 


Optional 


Nutrients and Energy Allowances 


Preschool 


Grades K-6 


Grades 7-12 


Grades K-3 


Energy Allow an ce/Ca lories 


517 


664 


825 


633 


Total Fat (as a percent of actual total food 
energy) 


(1) 


(1) 


(1) 


(1) 


Saturated Fat (as a percent o( actual total 
food energy) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


R DA for Protein (g) 


7 


10 


16 


9 


RDA for Calcium (mg) 


267 


286 


400 


267 


RDA for Iron (mg) 


3.3 


3.5 


4.5 


3.3 


RDA for Vitamin A (RE) * 


150 


224 


300 


200 


RDA for Vitamin C (mg) 


14 


15 


18 


15 


(X) Not to exceed 3( 


) percent over a school week. (2) Less than ID percent over a school week. 


Table 1 Section 12 ■ 





Analysis Menu Planning 




Minimum Requirements 


Optional 


Nutrients and Energy Allowances 


Preschool 


Grades K-12 


Grades 7-12 


Energy Allowance/Calories 


388 


554 


618 


Total Fat (as a percent of actual total food energy) 


(1) 


(1) 


(1) 


Saturated Fat (as a percent of actual total food 
energy) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


Protein (g) 


5 


ID 


12 


Calcium (mg) 


200 


257 


300 


Iron (mg) 


2.5 


3.0 


3.4 


Vitamin A (RE) 


113 


197 


225 


Vitamin C (mg) 


H 


13 


1 


(1) Not to exceed 30 perci 


snt over e school week. (2) Less than 30 percent over a school week. 
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School Breakfast Pattern for Enhanced Food Based Menu 

Planning 



Meal Component 



Milk (Fluid) 

(As a beverage, on cereal or 
both) 

Juice/Fruit/Ve ge table 

Fruit and/or vegetable; or full- 
strength fruit juice, or vegetable 
juice 



Ages 1-2 



Preschool 



1/2 cup 



1/4 cup 



3/4 cup 



1/2 cup 



Grades K-12* 



8 fl. ounce 



1/2 cup 



of the following components or two from one component. 




Grains/Breads* 

One of the following or an 
equivalent combination: 

Whole grain or enriched bread 

Whole grain or enriched 
biscuit/roll, muffin, etc. 

Whole grain, enriched or 
fortified cereal 
Meat or Meat Alternates 
Meat/poultry or fish 
Cheese 
•gg (large) 

Peanut butter or other nut or 
seed butters 

Cooked dry beans and peas 

Yogurt, plain or flavored, 
unsweetened or sweetened 

Nut and/or seeds (as listed in 
program guidance) (1) 



1/2 slice 
1/2 serving 

1/4 cup or 1/3 
ounce 

1/2 ounce 
1/2 ounce 
1/2 

1 Tablespoon 

2 Tablespoons 
2 oz. or 1/4 cup 

1/2 ounce 



1/2 slice 
1/2 serving 

1/3 cup or 1/2 
ounce 

1/2 ounce 
1/2 ounce 
1/2 

1 Tablespoon 

2 Tablespoons 
2 oz. or 1/4 cup 

1/2 ounce 



1 slice 
1 serving 

3/4 cup or l ounce 



1 ounce 
1 ounce 
1/2 

2 Tablespoon 

4 Tablespoons 
4 oz. or 1/2 cup 

1 ounce 



%i:z served daiiy in addiiion 10 the componems lisled 



Option 

above 



* Menu Kequiremenu»/cmi®»^« • - 



Enhanced Food Based Breakfast Requirements 

The School Breakfast Pattern requires that four components 
for reimbursement must conform to one of three comb.nat.ons. 



be offered. Each breakfast menu offered and claimed 
These combinations are shown below. 



Combinations Containing Required Components 



Combination 1 


OR 


Combination 2 


8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice */Fruit/ 
Vegetable 
2 Grains/Breads 






8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup JuiceV^ rult / 
Vegetable 

2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 



Combination 3 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice V^ruit/ 
Vegetable 
1 Grains/Breads 
1 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 



* full-strength fruit or vegetable juice. 

schools not Implementing etfe. versus serve, , student must tahe Cull portions of all tou, 
components offered. 

i miortinnc arp shown below. In schools Implementing 



reimbursable meal. 

Selections from 
Combination 1 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 
2 Grains/Breads 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 
2 Grains/Breads 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Fruit/Veg. 
1 Grains/Breads 



Selections from 

Combination 2 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 

2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Fruit/Veg. 
loz. Meat/Meat AIL 



Selections from 

Combination 3 

1/2 cup Juice/Frull/Veg. 

1 oz. Meat/Meal AIL 
1 Grains/Breads 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1 oz. Meat/Meat AlL 
1 Grains/Breads 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Fruit/Veg. 

1 Grains/Breads 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 

1 oz. Meat/Meal AIL 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

2 oz. Meal/Meal AIL 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 
2 Grains/Breads 
OR 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 
2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
OR 

1/2 cup Julce/Fruit/Veg. 
2 Grains/Breads 



o 
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Sample Breakfast Menus 



Food Components 


Menu 


Portion 


Juice/Fruit/Vegetable 


Apple Juice 


1/2 c. 


Grains/Breads 


Cheese Toast (Bread) 


1 slice 


Meat or Meat Alternate 


Cheese 


1 oz. 


Fluid Milk 


Milk 


1/2 pt. 


Juice/Fruit/Vegetable 


Grapefruit Juice 


1/2 c. 


Grains/Breads 


Pancakes with Syrup 


2 (2 Grains/Breads) 


Fluid Milk 


Milk 


1/2 pt 


Juice/Fruit/Vegetable ' . 


Cantaloupe Wedges 


1/2 c. 


Grains/Breads 


Toasted Bagel 


1/2 


Meat or Meat Alternate 


Peanut Butter 


2 Tbsp. 


Fluid Milk 


Milk 


1/2 pt 



Juice/Fruit/Vegetable 

Meat or Meat Alternate 
Fluid Milk 


Fruit Cup 

(Banana, Orange, 
Pineapple Chunks) 

1 large hard-cooked egg 
Milk 


1/2 c. 

1 large egg (2 M/MA) 
1/2 pt 


Juice/Fruit/Vegetable 


Orange Juice or Banana 


1/2 c. 


Grains/Breads 


Choice of Ready-to-Eat Cereal 


3/4 c. 




Whole Wheat Toast 


1 slice 


Fluid Milk 


Milk 


1/2 pt 
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UU MU. 



^The^hool^reak^stPattern^quires^arfourcom^rients be offered. Each breakfast menu offered and claimed for 
reimbursement must conform to one of three combinations. These combinations are shown below. 



Combinations Containing Required Components 



Jl tlflfl 1 


OR 


Combination 2 


OR 


Combination 3 


UU III U 1 1 lo Uwi i B 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice */Fruit/ 
Vegetable 
2 Grains/Breads 


8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice VFruit/ 
Vegetable 

2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 




8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice */Fruit/ 
Vegetable 
1 Grains/Breads 
1 oz. Meat/Meat Alt 1 



* full-strength fruit or vegetable juice. 

v m schools not Implementing offer versus serve, a student must take full portions of all four components offered. 

*The reimbursable offer versus serve meal selections are shown below. In schools Implementing offer versus serve, 
students can refuse any one of the components offered and still have a reimbursable meal. 



Selections from 

f'nmhlnatlon 1 


OR 


Selections from 
Combination 2 


OR 


Selections from 
Combination 3 


1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
2 Grains/Breads 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 
2 Grains/Breads 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
1 Grains/Breads 




1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

2 oz. Meat/Meat ail 
OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 
1 oz. Meat/Meal AIL 




1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 
1 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
1 Grains/ Breads 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
1 Grains/Breads 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
1 Grains/Breads 



OR 

8 oz. Milk 

1/2 cup Julce/Frult/Veg. 

1 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 

2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 

OR 

8 oz. Milk 
2 Grains/Breads 

OR 

1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
2 oz. Meat/Meat AIL 
OR 

1/2 cup Juice/Fruit/Veg. 
2 Grains/Breads 
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Competitive Food Service Policy h m i_ nr ..Butatlons as are necessary to control the sale of foods in 

School districts have the authority to esta is gnd Schoo| Breakfasl programs. Such rules or regula- 

competition with meals served un er tritinnal value in the foodservice area during the breakfast and lunch 

tions must prohibit the sale of foods o, ices. chewing gum. certain candies) 

mother areas of the school campus throughout the school day. 






Expenditures for Competitive Food Sales 
When competitive foods are purchased from the 
tained to provide a clear audit trail. Program funds 
foods of minimal nutritional value. 



school foodservice account, a separate accounting must be main- 
must not be commingled with the sale revenues or expenditures for 



Nonrestricted Foods _ _ . imp milk and water ices that include fruit or fruit juice 

Please nuts that although they are nalion) m M rMttlc t ed , -Chips' are not 

are not resuloted. Also, certain beverages that do not con candle ' s that may contain any of the following: nuts. 

school food service or student organizations approved by the school. 

^Numerous^uestiora ^ivebeeltre^^frorn schools and industry regardingwhether specific carbonated water 

products are classified as a "Food of Minimal NuUitional Value. Nutrition Programs to help answer these 

The following will clarify the soda water definition as it applies to the Child Nutrition program 

queries: ith natural or artificial means) with or without any amount of 

All beverages that are carbonated (produced r . . | u j ce CO ncentrate(s), or single strength juice(s) are 

255 a™?o“ CARBONATED BEVERAGES include those products named SPARKLING 

WATER, SELTZER WATER. CLUB SODA or NATURALLY CARBONATED WATER. 

For exempted products under this category, see page 16.4. 
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Federal regulations prohibit the sale of certain foods, determined to be of minima! nutritional value, in the 
foodservice area during meal periods. 



Restricted Foods . 

The foods that are restricted from sale to students are classified in these four categories: 

* Soda Water-any carbonated beverage. No product shall be excluded from this definition 
because it contains discrete nutrients added to the food such as vitamins, minerals and 
protein. 

Water Ices— any frozen, sweetened water such as “...sides" and flavored ice with the 
exception of products that contain fruit or fruit juice. 

♦> Chewing Gum— any flavored products from natural or synthetic gums and other ingredients 
that form an insoluble mass for chewing. 

♦> Certain Candles— any processed foods made predominantly from sweeteners or artificial 
sweeteners with a variety of minor ingredients that characterize the following types: 

/-/ard Candy— A product made predominantly from sugar (sucrose) and corn syrup that 
may be flavored and colored. Is characterized by a hard, brittle texture and includes 
such items as sour balls, lollipops, fruit balls, candy sticks, starlight mints, after dinner 
mints, jaw breakers, sugar wafers, rock candy, cinnamon candies, breath mints and 
cough drops. 

Jellies and Gums— A mixture of carbohydrates that are combined to form a stable 
gelatinous system of jellylike character and are generally flavored and colored, and 
include gum drops, jelly beans, jellied and fruit-flavored slices. 

Marshma//ow Candies — An aerated confection composed of sugar, corn syrup, invert 
sugar, 20 percent water and gelatin or egg white to which flavors and colors may be 

added. 

Fondant-^product consisting of microscopic-sized sugar crystals that are separated by 
a thin film of sugar and/or invert sugar in solution such as candy corn, soft mints. 

Licor/ce— A product made predominantly from sugar and corn syrup that is flavored with 
an extract made from the licorice root. 

Spun Candy — A product that is made from sugar that has been boiled at high tempera- 
ture and spun at a high speed in a special machine. 

Candy Coated Popcorn-Popcorn that is coated with a mixture made predominantly 
from sugar and corn syrup. 



* Competitive t-oou ru..w ♦ • « 



South Carolina Nutrition Policies 

State Legislation Regarding School Nutrition and thatthe State Board of Education develop nutritonal policies 
“al’equi-ements =( the National Child NuUiUon Program- 

Beginning School Year 1994-95 healthy nfe-styles which promote wellness and prevent 

1. In order to encourage students to adop 199 4-1995 should provide only foods and beverages to 

diet related diseases, all ^ of Agriculture (USDA) Department of Health 

s T H :™n™ 

Programs (National School Lunch end Breakfast Programrs)^^^ concession stand or vending program, all 
2 B (ood an^bev^rage °shouW^ food°choices as identified by USDA dietary guidance. 

Beginning School Year 1990-91 ^ ^ ^ e|emenlary , middle and junior high schools during 

3 - a ;s usda/dhhs dieiary gu ' ,der,nes and ihe Chi,d Nu ram 

♦SclM^ d^’^^'hned as follows: Beginning with the breakfast program and through the instructional day or when 
the first bus arrives and through the instructional day. 



South Carolina School Boards A“ 0 ° lati °" Lhedbv the South Carolina School Boards Association, competitive 
In the 1998 Policy and Legislate Update pubhshec y » ^ S Assoc/at/on of Colleges and Schools also 

foods isaaea are addressed. The Wowingg^ ^^f^^is^amaemceaahdactMiiea. Northonf^ 

food policy in place as a part of a school’s accredila « ^ Boarcls Association provides a model policy with 
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Exemptions 

Several products have been exempted from the category of foods of minimal nutritional value. This means 
these products can be sold during the meal period in a school foodservice area. It does not mean these products 
are approved or endorsed by the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the USDA or indicate they have significant 
nutritional value. In addition, this exemption should not be perceived as encouragement to purchase these products. 

The exemption of one product does not extend to similar products or a family of products. School district person- 
nel should check the ingredient statement of each exempted food on the list to differentiate between exempted 
products and similar non-exempted products. 

Exempted Products (revised 3-30-98) 



♦Mhe Popcorn Explosion 

Peanut Butter Honey Popcorn - Ingredient statement: Roasted peanuts, popcorn, brown sugar, water, 
butter, honey, corn syrup solids, natural flavor. 








❖Knudson and Sons, Inc. 

Orange Passlonfrult Spritzer - Ingredient statement: Sparkling water; white grape, passionfruit and orange 
juice concentrates: natural flavors. 

Orange Spr/tzer-Ingredient statement: Sparkling water, concentrated white grape and orange juices, 
natural flavor. 

Jamaican Style Lemonade Spritzer- Ingredient statement: Sparkling water, white grape and lemon juice 
concentrates, natural flavors. 

❖ FJ FIZZ 

Grape flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates-lngredient statement Sparkling water, 
concentrated white grape and concord grape juice, concentrated acerola cherry puree, natural flavors. 
Cherry flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates-lngredient statement Sparkling water, 
concentrated apple, cherry pineapple and plum juices, natural flavors, concentrated acerola cherry puree. 
Strawberry flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates-lngredient statement Sparkling 
water, concentrated white grape, apple, strawberry and pineapple juices; concentrated acerola cherry 
puree, natural flavors, grape skin extract (for color). 

Raspberry flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates-lngredient statement Sparkling 
water, concentrated white grape and raspberry juices, natural flavors, concentrated acerola cherry puree. 
Orange flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates- Ingredient statement Sparkling water, 
concentrated white grape, orange and apple juices, orange oil. 

Cherry Cola flavored sparkling fruit Juice beverage from concentrates-lngredient statement Sparkling 
water, concentrated white grape and cherryjulces; natural flavors, concentrated acerola cherry puree. 






❖Great Brands of Canada, Ltd. “All Canadian” brand 

Sparkling Spring Water with natural fruit flavors (Strawberry, Black Cherry, Raspberry, Peach 
Orange, Watermelon, Lemon Lime)-lngredient statement Spring water, high fructose corn syrup, citric 
acid, concentrated fruit juice (Caribbean cherry and/or Kiwi), natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium 
sorbate (as a preservative), ascorbic acid (as antioxidant), carbon dioxide. 

❖ Farley Foods, U.S.A. 

Farley’s THE ROLL Cherry Fruit Roll slp-Ingredient statement Fruit (pears, oranges, cherries) sucrose, 
maltodextrin, partially hydrogenated vegetable oil (cottonseed, soybean), malic acid, citric acid, glycerol 
monosterate, natural and artificial flavor, pectin, ascorbic acid (vitamin C), alphatocopherol acetate (vitamin 
E), beta carotene (vitamin A, red 40. 
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Farley's THE ROLL Strawberry Fruit Roll ^^^'^yg^^^^gg^^sQ^^^j^^iicVcid^cilrk^ac^.&'ycerol 
moTt^a^ ascorbic °>' 3>P»»toeopne,« acetate , vitamin E). 

beta carotene (vitamin A, red 40). 



•General Mills, Inc. 

FRUIT by the FOOT (SPECIAL EDITION) t Orange juice from concentrate, grapes from 

Color by the Foot, Triple Fru/t Punch-Ingredient ^te^^ ^ ^ partially hydrogenated cottonseed oil. 
concentrate, sugar, maltodextrin, pears ’ acidi acetylaled mo no and diglycerides, xanthan 

carrageenan, citric acid, monogyeendes sodmm citrate, malic ^ JY ^ yeIlow 5 , re d 40. blue 1. 

gum, Foo'-ingredient statement Orange juice from concentrate, grapes from concen- 

Strawberry Punch Fruit by the hh>z \ i * Dartially hydrogenated cottonseed oil, carrageenan, citric 

act;XlTn“al ^^onogiycerides, sodium citrate, malic acid, acetylated mono and diglycerides. 

xanthan gum, vitamin C (ascorbic acid), locust bean gum, potassium citrate, red 4 . 

FRUIT ROLL-UPS (SPECIAL EDITION) cfafpmpnt . Pea rs from concentrate, maltodextrin, orange juice 

Strawberry Punch Fruit R o, ;-U^lngred|e L hydrogenated cottonseed oil, citric acid, sodium 

from concentrate, sugar, corn c (ascorbic acid), red 40. 

citrate, natural flavor, pectin, monog y . concentrate maltodextrin, orange juice from 

Crazy Color Fruit R° H "^^ ln ^ red add, sodium citrate, pectin, 

concentrate, sugar, corn syrup, partially hyi g . flavor yellow 5, red 40, blue 1. 

monoglycerides, malic acid, vitamin C ^ sc ° r ^ ic ]’ . . ent pgars from’concentrate, maltodextrin, orange 
Screamin’ Green Hot Color Fruit Roll-Up^ citric acid, sodium citrate. 

S— ■—»«* " aturai *"* h,eh * M ° s * “ m syTO yeltow 

mon^^^id^rnal^ad^^tamin C^ascorbic acid), natural flavor, high fructose corn syrup.red40.and other 
color added. . . m£ , nt . Pp , rs from concentrate, maltodextrin, orange juice from 

monoglycerides, malic concentrate, maltodearin. orangejuice 

Blazin' Blue Hot Color hydrogenated cottonseed oil, citric acid, sodium citrate, pectin 

!maTacid. vitamin C (ascorbic acid), natural flavor, high fructose corn syrup, blue J. and other 

color added. 

FRUIT STRING THING (Special Edition) statement: Orange juice from concentrate, grapes 

Sneafty Stripes -Double from concenJte. dried com synrp. partially 

Mn^SnSod * cTc acid, carrageenan, sodium citrate monog|ycend^ malic acd. vrtamin C 
(ascorbic acid), high fructose corn syrup, potassium com syrup. 

Strawberry Puncb-lngredrent statement: ° ,an ^' ul “ a p par ' tia n y hydrogenated cottonseed oil, itric 

mallc ac,: '- vllamln c (as “ rWc acia1 ' pouss '“ m dtrale ' 

natural flavor, red 40. 
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v Canada Pure Water Company LTD.Spark//ng Refreshers 

Natural Wlldberry Flavor— Ingredient statement Concentrated strawberry juice, spring water from Canada, 
natural flavors, citric acid, potassium sorbate (to preserve freshness), C0 r 

Black Cherry— Ingredient statement Red cherry concentrate, carbonated spring water from Canada, 
fructose, citric acid. Potassium Benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

Peach— Ingredient statement Peach concentrate, carbonated spring water from Canada, fructose, citric 
acid. Potassium Benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

Natural Lemon Flavor— Ingredient statement Lemon concentrate/carbonated spring water from Canada, 
fructose, citric acid, potassium benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

Natural Lime Flavor— ingredient statement Lime concentrate, carbonated spring water from Canada, 
fructose, citric acid, potassium benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

Natural Orange Flavor— ingredient statement Orange concentrate, carbonated spring water from Canada, 
fructose, citric acid, potassium benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

Raspberry— ingredient statement Raspberry concentrate, carbonated spring water from Canada, fruc- 
tose, citric acid, potassium benzoate (to preserve freshness). 

❖ Clearly Canadian Beverage Corporation Quencher 

Grape, Apple, Tropical Lime, Fruit & Berry-Ingredient statement Carbonated water, high fructose com syrup, 
natural flavour, concentrated kiwi juice, citric acid, sodium benzoate (to conserve freshness). 



❖ Brach & Brock, Confections, Inc, 

HI-C Fruit Snack-Ingredient Statement Fruit juice concentrates (orange, grape, strawberry, apple, cherry, and 
lemon), corn syrup, sugar, gelatin, sorbitol, malic acid, ascorbic acid (vitamin C), sodium citrate, natural and 
artificial flavors, mineral oil, carnauba wax, red 40, yellow 6, yellow 5, blue 3L 

❖ North Face Beverages, SPLASH Thirst Quencher 

Cherry-Ingredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, corn syrup, lemon, orange, cherry and grape juice 
concentrates, citric acid, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate, red 40. 

Lemon Lime-Ingredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, corn syrup, lemon and lime juice concen- 
trates, citric acid, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate, yellow 5, blue 1- 
Grapefrult-lngredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, corn syrup, lemon, grapefruit juice concen- 
trate, citric acid, potassium citrate, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate 
Mountalnberry-lngredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, com syrup, lemon, grape, strawberry 
and raspberry juice concentrates, citric acid, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate, red 40, 
Orange-Ingredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, com syrup, orange and lemon juice concen- . 
trates, citric acid, potassium citrate, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate, yellow 6. 
Strawberry-KlwHngredient Statement Carbonated spring water, fructose, corn syrup, lemon, kiwi, strawberry and 
grape juice concentrates, citric acid, natural flavors, sodium benzoate, potassium sorbate, red 40. 
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